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DEDICATION
This volume is dedicated to the enduring legacy of Rabbi Akiva Eiger (1761–1837), one of the

foremost gedolei ha’acharonim, whose penetrating brilliance in Torah was matched by extraordinary
humility, purity of character, and unwavering devotion to Klal Yisrael.

Born into a distinguished family of Torah and shaped in the great centers of learning of his time, Rabbi
Akiva Eiger rose to become a preeminent authority in halachah, serving as Rav and Rosh Yeshivah in the
illustrious community of Posen. His Teshuvos and Chiddushim, marked by precision, depth, and clarity,

remain foundational to the study of Gemara and psak, guiding generations of talmidei chachamim.

Yet alongside his unparalleled greatness stood profound modesty and simplicity. As recorded by the
Mitteler Rebbe, who met him in Posen, he was “a genuine person… humble and unpretentious with all

people,” embodying a life of complete dedication to Torah and to the needs of his community.

This Kornitzer Edition of Shailos u’Teshuvos Rabbi Akiva Eiger, presenting the original Hebrew text with
faithful elucidation, is dedicated by the Kornitzer family, descendants of Rabbi Akiva Eiger, as an

expression of gratitude to Hashem for the privilege of transmitting his Torah and ensuring that his
voice continues to illuminate future generations.

May the merit of learning this sefer bring blessing to all who engage with it, and may we soon merit,
with the coming of Moshiach, to hear new chiddushim in Torah from Rabbi Akiva Eiger himself. And
may this effort serve toward fulfilling the longing so often expressed by the Lubavitcher Rebbe—that
through the dissemination of Torah, illuminated for our generation, we hasten the true and complete

Geulah. May Moshiach come speedily in our days, .ממש



צט תשובה
Infidelity, Ki’ur, and Mamzeirus in Extended Absence

Family Law > Permission for a Woman to Remarry After Refusal, Divorce, or Death of the Husband • Family Law > Laws of
Forbidden Unions • Family Law > Laws of Niddah Impurity and Its Prohibition

SUMMARY
Correspondent and Context: Rabbi Akiva Eiger writes to Rabbi Chaim of Zlatova about a married woman suspected
of adultery. Rabbi Chaim sent the detailed case from his local beis din for review.
The Question (Sha’ila): The woman’s husband came home on Friday, Erev Pesach, and they were intimate. He
left on the Wednesday after Pesach. Eight days later she menstruated, a few days before her expected veses. She
menstruated again before Shavuos. She then stopped menstruating and showed signs of pregnancy. On the first day
of Purim, she gave birth to a son, ten months and three weeks after her husband left. Two valid witnesses described
suspicious conduct. One saw her leave her house at midnight with the suspected young man. The other heard people
in her kitchen and found her holding the door shut. Women, a non-Jewish woman, and the suspected man’s brother
gave further evidence of an illicit relationship. The suspected man admitted that she propositioned him, but said
he refused. He claimed that a non-Jew had fathered the child and that the child was a mamzer. The questions are
whether she is forbidden to her husband and whether the child is a mamzer.
The Ruling (Teshuvah): Rabbi Akiva Eiger does not give a final ruling. He analyzes the issues and leans toward
leniency on several grounds. He says he will not rely on his view alone. He seeks agreement from leading gedolei
hador, including Rabbi Meir Posner of Schotland and Rabbi Hirsch of Glogau.
Shulchan Aruch Background: The teshuvah discusses several parts of the Shulchan Aruch. Even HaEzer 11 defines
ki’ur and its effects. The Rema on Even HaEzer 4 and 7 discusses whether ashtahuyei ishtahi—a delayed birth—can
establish a child’s legitimacy after the husband has been absent. Choshen Mishpat 28 addresses testimony accepted
without a litigant present. Even HaEzer 115–116 discusses a wife’s conduct, loss of her kesubah, and a single witness
whom the husband believes like two witnesses (ne’emanus k’bei trei).
Key Disputes (Machlokes): The teshuvah discusses five disputes. (1) The Rosh limits heϫer beis din heϫer to
monetary cases. The Rashba says presence is required by Torah law only in capital cases and by rabbinic law in
monetary cases. (2) The Rema and Maharshal dispute whether standing with a suspected man on a public street at
night is ki’ur, or whether true seclusion is required. (3) Maharam and the Rosh dispute whether ki’ur alone forbids a
woman, or whether there must also be a persistent rumor (kol d’lo posik). (4) The Rashba and Maharik dispute the
force of a contradicted single witness when the husband believes him. (5) The teshuvah asks whether simple yichud
is ki’ur, or whether there must be circumstances like entering together and closing the doors.

To my dear friend, the Rav, Rabbi Chaim, may his light shine, in
the holy community of Zlatova.
Regarding his question, and this is its wording. A woman whose

יאִָיר נרֵוֹ חַיִּים י רַבִּ הָרַב לִידִידִי
זְלָאטְוֶוע ה קְדוֹשָׁ ה קְהִלָּ בִּ
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Infidelity, Ki'ur, and Mamzeirus in Extended Absence

husband came home on Friday, Erev Pesach, and she immersed
and they were intimate. And on Wednesday after Pesach he de-
parted to distant places, and has still not returned home. Eight
days after his departure from her, she menstruated, which was
then a few days before her expected veses, and she menstruated
again at the time of her veses before the festival of Shavuos, with
a heavy flow, and from then on she ceased seeing even a drop
of blood the size of a mustard seed, and she was then disgusted
for some weeks somewhat by food, in the manner of pregnant
women. On the first day of Purim she gave birth to a male child.
And more than that, she deviated from the way of most women
and gave birth after ten months and three weeks from the day
her husband departed from her. The birth occurred significantly
later than the standard nine months, raising the question of legit-
imacy. And there are two valid witnesses who testified before
the beis din with examination and interrogation and under the
formula of “if he does not testify, he shall bear his sin.” The verse
states a witness’s duty to testify. The first one testified in the fol-
lowing words: “Before the festival of Shavuos, in the middle of
the night, I was sitting before the entrance of my house opposite
the house in which the woman resides. I saw that the door of her
house was open. I thought to see what this was, that the door
was open in the middle of the night. I saw the woman exit the
entrance of the house with a certain young man with whom she
was already suspected. When she saw me, she fled to a small
room called a Stuben Kammer.” This is the Yiddish/German term
for a small sitting room or antechamber. “And the young man
walked slowly. When I came close to him, he began to run very
fast to behind one of the houses.” The second witness testi-
fied, and this is his wording: “On the last Yom Tov, I was at the
beginning of the night in my house. I heard that people were
sleeping in the kitchen called Küche.” “I thought perhaps there
were thieves there, and I hurried to go and see. When I came to
the door, the woman held the door and did not allow the door to
be opened. And I could not see her from the candle in my room.
When I wanted to open the door by force and rouse people to
come see what these actions were, my brother did not allow me
to open the door and said to me: ‘What business do you have
with this? They will not believe you anyway.’ Today I heard an
announcement in the synagogue that whoever knows of any im-
propriety regarding the aforementioned woman should come
and inform. Therefore I have come before the beis din to tes-
tify, etc.” Although the household members of the brother of

ה ָ אִשּׁ לְשׁוֹנוֹ, וְזֶה אֵלָתוֹ שְׁ בַר דְּ עַל
סַח פֶּ עֶרֶב ו׳ יוֹם לְבֵיתוֹ עְלָהּ בַּ א בָּ שֶׁ
סַח הַפֶּ אַחַר ד׳ ובְּיוֹם ה, מְשָׁ וְשִׁ וְטָבְלָה
לְבֵיתוֹ, בָא לאֹ וְעוֹד ים לְמֶרְחַקִּ הָלַךְ
נָּה מִמֶּ הֲלִיכָתוֹ אַחַר ימִָים מנָֹה שְׁ
קדֶֹם ימִָים אֵיזֶה אָז הָיהָ שֶׁ ה נִדָּ רְסָה פָּ
עַת שְׁ בִּ עַם פַּ עוֹד רְסָה פָּ וְכֵן הּ, וֶוסְתָּ
רַב, פַע שֶׁ בְּ בועּוֹת שָׁ חַג קדֶֹם הּ וֶוסְתָּ
ם דָּ ת טִפַּ אֲפִלּוּ לִרְאוֹת סְקָה פָּ ומֵּאָז
אֵיזֶה מְמָאֶסֶת אָז וְהָיְתָה ל, חַרְדָּ כְּ
ים נשִָׁ דֶרֶךְ כְּ אוֹכְלִין בָּ קְצָת בועּוֹת שָׁ
ן בֵּ ילְָדָה פורִּים דְּ א׳ יוֹם בְּ רוֹת, מְעובָּּ
רבֹ רֶךְ מִדֶּ ינְתָה שִׁ דְּ ֶּה מִז וְיוֹתֵר זָכָר,
ה לוֹשָׁ ושְּׁ ים חֳדָשִׁ רָה לַעֲשָׂ וְילְָדָה ים נשִָׁ
וְישֵׁ נָּה מִמֶּ עְלָהּ בַּ הִלּוךְּ מִיּוֹם בועּוֹת שָׁ
פָנֵי בְּ הֵעִידוּ שֶׁ רִים שֵׁ כְּ עֵדִים ניִַם שְׁ
ובְּתוֹרַת וַחֲקִירָה ה דְרִישָׁ בִּ ין דִּ ית בֵּ
הֵעִיד הָאֶחָד עֲוֹנוֹ א וְנשָָׂ יד יגִַּ לאֹ אִם
חֲצִי בַּ בועּוֹת ָ הַשּׁ חַג קדֶֹם שׁוֹן, הַלָּ זֶה בָּ
נֶגֶד יתִי בֵּ תַח פֶּ לִפְנֵי י בְתִּ ישַָׁ יְלָה הַלַּ
לֶת הַדֶּ רָאִיתִי בוֹ רָה דָּ ה ָ הָאִשּׁ שֶׁ יִת הַבַּ
מַה לִרְאוֹת י בְתִּ חָשַׁ תוחַּ, פָּ בֵיתָהּ בְּ
יְלָה, הַלַּ חֲצִי בַּ תוחָּה פְּ לֶת הַדֶּ שֶׁ ֶּה ז
עִם יִת הַבַּ תַח מִפֶּ יצְָאָה ה ָ הָאִשּׁ רָאִיתִי
הַנּעַַר עִם דָה נֶחְשְׁ בָר כְּ שֶׁ אֶחָד נעַַר
אֶל רְחָה בָּ אוֹתִי רְאוֹתָה כִּ הַהואּ,
קאמער) (שטובען הַנִּקְרָא קָטָן חֶדֶר
קָרוֹב בוֹאִי כְּ לְאַט, לְאַט הָלַךְ וְהַנּעַַר
מֵאֲחוֹרֵי לְאֶחָד מְאדֹ לָרוץּ הֵחֵל אֶצְלוֹ,
לְשׁוֹנוֹ וְזֶה הֵעִיד נִי ֵ הַשּׁ הָעֵד ים תִּ הַבָּ
יְלָה הַלַּ חִלַּת תְּ הָיִיתִי הֶעָבַר טוֹב יוֹם בְּ
חֲדַר בַּ ים אֲנשִָׁ נִים ישְֵׁ שְׁ י מַעְתִּ שָׁ בֵיתִי בְּ
י בְתִּ חָשַׁ (קיכע) הַנִּקְרָא לוֹת ְ הַמְבַשּׁ
לֵילֵךְ י ומִּהַרְתִּ גַּנּבִָים, ם שָׁ אולַּי
הֶחֱזִיקָה לֶת, לְהַדֶּ בוֹאִי כְּ לִרְאוֹת,
לֶת, הַדֶּ לִפְתּחַֹ נתְָנָה וְלאֹ לֶת הַדֶּ ה ָ הָאִשּׁ
מֵהַנּרֵ לִרְאוֹתָהּ י יכָלְֹתִּ לאֹ וְאָנכִֹי
לֶת הַדֶּ לִפְתּחַֹ רָצִיתִי ר כַּאֲשֶׁ חֲדָרִי, בַּ שֶׁ
יבָָאוּ שֶׁ ים אֲנשִָׁ ולְּהַרְעִישׁ חָזְקָה בְּ
יחַ הִנִּ לאֹ הָאֵלּוּ, ים עֲשִׂ הַמַּ מָה לִרְאוֹת
מַה אֵלַי וְאָמַר לֶת, הַדֶּ לִפְתּחַֹ אָחִי
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the second witness have a bad reputation,1 nevertheless this
witness himself is not included among them, and no blemish
was ever heard about him. And similarly, there are several wit-
nesses who saw her entering the house of the aforementioned
suspected man after she first turned to look outside to see if
anyone was there, and she remained there for more than an
hour without going outside. Although one could question this,
saying that it was not seclusion, for perhaps she did not go to
his winter room, but just as she went ahead into the house so
too she went to the back of the house; or perhaps the suspected
man was not alone in the room at the time. Nevertheless, ac-
cording to the testimony of these witnesses, the father of the
suspected man was in the winter room at the time she went
there, and afterward he went outside and came to where she
was in the place where they were then. And it is apparent from
the circumstances that they were secluded in actual seclusion,
and that he committed acts of immorality, or at least unseemly
things. And likewise, there are several women and persons dis-
qualified from testimony who saw them standing together in
the dark for some time, and that he always goes to her. And sim-
ilarly, the non-Jewish maidservant told before many people that
she saw the suspected man leaving early in the morning from
her [the woman’s] chamber, after he stuck his head out to see
whether anyone was there. Furthermore, the wife of the afore-
mentioned second [witness], a proper woman, testified that in
the previous month, the mother of the suspected woman sent
her to the midwife with the urine of the suspected woman to see
if she was pregnant, and she [the midwife] replied that she was
pregnant and was in her third month of pregnancy and would
bear a male child. Also, the mother of the suspected woman
admitted this. Furthermore, the brother of the aforementioned
second witness testified — when the beis din asked him how he
knew what he had been saying in the streets and markets three
or four months before her giving birth, that it was impossible
that she would give birth before Purim — he replied that he
had traveled with the suspected man three weeks after the fes-
tival, and he [the suspected man] was then in a state of anguish.
“I asked him: ‘Why has your face fallen? This can only be your
distress regarding the aforementioned suspected woman.’ He
replied: ‘I cannot understand her or her words. This week she
wrote to me that she had her menstrual period close to the fes-

הַיּוֹם כְּ לְךָ, יאֲַמִינוּ לאֹ הֲלאֹ זֶה בָּ ךָ לְּ
י מִּ שֶׁ נסֶֶת הַכְּ בֵית בְּ רוֹז כְּ י מַעְתִּ שָׁ ֶּה הַז
זְכָּר הַנִּ ה ָ מֵהָאִשּׁ רִיצותּ פְּ שׁוםּ יּוֹדֵעַ שֶׁ
אֵצֶל אתִי בָּ לָכֵן וְיוֹדִיעַ, יבָאֹ לְעִיל
ית בֵּ נֵי בְּ שֶׁ הֲגַם וכו׳ יד ולְּהַגִּ ין דִּ ית הַבֵּ
מִכָּל שׁוֹמְעָנֵיהּ סָנֵי נִי ֵ הַשּׁ מֵהָעֵד אָחִיו
ומֵּעוֹלָם כְלָל, בִּ ֶּה הַז הָעֵד אֵין מָקוֹם
ישֵׁ וְכֵן דּוֹפִי, מֶץ שֶׁ עָלָיו מַע נִשְׁ לאֹ
לְבֵית נִכְנסֶֶת אוֹתָהּ רָאוּ שֶׁ עֵדִים ה מָּ כַּ
נְתָה פָּ שֶׁ אַחֲרֵי לְעִיל זְכָּר הַנִּ טְעָן הַנִּ
ם שָׁ אֵין אִם חוץּ בַּ לִרְאוֹת ה חִלָּ תְּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ עָה ָ מִשּׁ יוֹתֵר ם שָׁ אֲרָה וְנִשְׁ אִישׁ
עַל ק לְפַקְפֵּ ישֵׁ דְּ אַף לַחוץּ. הָלְכָה
הָלְכָה לאֹ א מָּ שֶׁ דְּ יִחודּ, הֲוִי לָא דְּ זֶה
הָלְכָה שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ א אֶלָּ לּוֹ, שֶׁ הַחוֹרֶף לְבֵית
לַאֲחוֹרֵי הָלְכָה ן כֵּ יִת הַבַּ תּוֹךְ לְפָנֶיהָ
לְבַד טְעָן הַנִּ אָז הָיהָ לאֹ א מָּ שֶׁ אוֹ יִת הַבַּ
עֵדִים הַגָּדַת לְפִי מָקוֹם מִכָּל חֶדֶר, בַּ
הֲלִיכָתָהּ עֵת בְּ הָיהָ טְעָן הַנִּ אֲבִי שֶׁ אֵלּוּ
יצָָא ךְ כָּ וְאַחַר הַחוֹרֶף, בֵית בְּ ם לְשָׁ
ם שָׁ הֵם שֶׁ קוֹם מָּ בַּ אֶצְלָהּ ובָּא לַחוץּ
מִתְיחֲַדִים הָיוּ שֶׁ מִתּוֹכוֹ ומּוכָּח אָז,
זְנותּ ה מַעֲשֵׂ ה עָשָׂ וְגַם שׁ, מַמָּ יִחודּ בְּ
נוּ ישְֶׁ וְכֵן מְכעָֹרִים, בָרִים דְּ ולְּפָחוֹת
אוֹתָם רָאוּ שֶׁ עֵדותּ ופְּסולֵּי ים נשִָׁ ה מָּ כַּ
הואּ וְשֶׁ מָה, זְמַן אֲפֵלָה בָּ עוֹמְדִים
הָעֲרֵלִית רָה סִפְּ וְכֵן אֶצְלָהּ הוֹלֵךְ מִיד תָּ
רָאֲתָה שֶׁ ים, אֲנשִָׁ ה וְכַמָּ ה מָּ כַּ לִפְנֵי
מֵהַקאמער כָּמָה בְהַשְׁ יוֹצֵא טְעָן הַנִּ
לַחוץּ ראֹשׁוֹ הוֹצִיא שֶׁ אַחֲרֵי הּ, לָּ שֶׁ
הֵעִידָה עוֹד אִישׁ. ם שָׁ אֵין אִם לִרְאוֹת
רָה כְשֵׁ ה ָ אִשּׁ לְעִיל זְכָּר הַנִּ נִי ֵ הַשּׁ ת אֵשֶׁ
אֵם אוֹתָהּ לְחָה שָׁ הֶעָבַר חדֶֹשׁ בַּ שֶׁ
ל שֶׁ רַגְלַיִם מֵי עִם דֶת לְהַמְילֶַּ דֶת הַנֶּחְשֶׁ
רֶת מְעובֶּּ הִיא אִם לִרְאוֹת דֶת הַנֶּחְשֶׁ
חדֶֹשׁ בְּ וְהִיא רֶת מְעובֶּּ הִיא שֶׁ יבָה וְהֵשִׁ
גַּם זָכָר, ן בֵּ וְתֵלֵד לְעִיבּורָּהּ י לִישִׁ שְׁ
הֵעִיד עוֹד ן. כֵּ הוֹדִית דֶת הַנֶּחְשֶׁ אֵם
עַל לְעִיל זְכָּר הַנִּ נִי ֵ הַשּׁ עֵד ל שֶׁ אָחִיו

1Moed Katan 17a — The Gemara uses the expression senu shumaneih regarding those whose reputation is bad: סְנוּ הֲווֹ דַּ נןַ מֵרַבָּ א צורְּבָּ הָהואּ
.שׁומְּעָנֵיהּ
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tival of Shavuos. Now she writes that she has begun to become
pregnant.’ I said to him: ‘Certainly she is pregnant from you,
for her husband is not at home.’ He replied: ‘If I had wanted
to do such a thing, I would have done so when she was still
a virgin.”’ He further testified that the suspected man himself
told him that he forgot his garment in the bed of the suspected
woman when he was at her place at night, and the next morn-
ing her mother found it in the bed and returned it to him. He
further testified that she wrote to him several letters through
her younger sister, and various other things she did that were
improper. But there are grounds to argue that he [this brother-
witness] is disqualified from testimony for several reasons. Also,
the suspected man himself admitted that the suspected woman
solicited him for immorality after her marriage, but he was not
willing. And he said that in truth the child is a mamzer, but
not from him; rather, it is from a non-Jew. Thus far the lan-
guage of the question, letter by letter. First, let us consider —
even if there were actual witnesses of defilement, whether the
testimony would be sustained. For by law, one must collect tes-
timony of defilement in the presence of the woman and in the
presence of her husband, as stated in the Shulchan Aruch, Even
HaEzer, Siman 11, Se’if 4, in the Rema’s gloss,2

and its source is in the Rosh, Teshuvos, Klal 46, Siman 1.3 And
even though Your Honor wrote to excuse himself, saying that
the beis din sent for him [the husband] and he did not come

מַה ידַָע מֵהֵיכָן ין דִּ ית הַבֵּ אָלוהּוּ ְ שּׁ שֶׁ
ד׳ אוֹ ה לוֹשָׁ שְׁ וָקִים ושְּׁ רְחוֹבוֹת בָּ אָמַר ֶ שּׁ
לֵד תֵּ שֶׁ ר אֶפְשָׁ אִי שֶׁ לֵדָתָהּ קדֶֹם ים חֳדָשִׁ
טְעָן הַנִּ עִם הָלַךְ שֶׁ יב הֵשִׁ פּורִּים, קדֶֹם
אָז וְהָיהָ הֶחָג אַחַר בועּוֹת שָׁ ה לשָֹׁ שְׁ
פָנֶיךָ נפְָלוּ ה לָמָּ יו אֵלְתִּ שְׁ נֶפֶשׁ דַאֲבוֹן בְּ
ה ָ הָאִשּׁ אוֹדוֹת בוֹנְךָ עִצְּ אִם י כִּ זֶה אֵין
ל בַּ יב הֵשִׁ לְעֵיל, זְכָּר הַנִּ דֶת הַנֶּחְשֶׁ
בועַּ שָׁ בְּ בָרֶיהָ דְּ וְאֶת אוֹתָהּ הָבִין אוכַּל
סָמוךְּ ים נשִָׁ סֵדֶר לָהּ הָיהָ שֶׁ לִי תְבָה כָּ זוֹ
הִתְחִילָה שֶׁ תְבָה כָּ עֵת כָּ בועּוֹת, שָׁ לְחַג
ךָ מִמְּ אי וַדַּ בְּ לוֹ י אָמַרְתִּ ר, לְהִתְעַבֵּ
בֵיתוֹ, בְּ אֵינוֹ בַעְלָהּ י כִּ רֶת, מְעובֶּּ הִיא
כָּכָה לַעֲשׂוֹת רוֹצֶה הָיִיתִי אִם יב הֵשִׁ
הָיְתָה עוֹדֶנָּה ר כַּאֲשֶׁ ה עוֹשֶׂ הָיִיתִי
עַצְמוֹ בְּ טְעָן הַנִּ שֶׁ הֵעִיד עוֹד תולָּה. בְּ
ה מִטָּ בְּ לּוֹ שֶׁ מַלְבּושּׁ כַח ָ שּׁ שֶׁ לוֹ ר סִיפֵּ
אֶצְלָהּ, יְלָה לַּ בַּ הָיהָ שֶׁ כְּ דֶת הַנֶּחְשֶׁ ל שֶׁ
דֶת הַנֶּחְשֶׁ אֵם מָצְאָה כָּמָה הַשְׁ בְּ ולְּמָחָר
תְבָה כָּ שֶׁ הֵעִיד עוֹד לוֹ, וְהֶחֱזִירָה ה טָּ מִּ בַּ
טַנּהָ, הַקְּ אֲחוֹתָהּ יְדֵי עַל רוֹת אִגְּ ה מָּ כַּ לוֹ
ת, דָּ כַּ לּאֹ שֶׁ תָה עָשְׂ שֶׁ בָרִים דְּ ה מָּ כַּ וְעוֹד
סולּ פָּ הואּ שֶׁ עָלָיו לִטְעוֹן ישֵׁ אֲבָל
טְעָן הַנִּ הוֹדָה גַּם טְעָמִים ה מָּ מִכַּ לְעֵדותּ
לִזְנוֹת אוֹתוֹ בָעָה תְּ דֶת הַנֶּחְשֶׁ שֶׁ עַצְמוֹ בְּ
הָיהָ לאֹ אֲבָל ואִּין, שּׂ הַנִּ אַחַר הּ עִמָּ
מַמְזֵר הַוָּלָד אֱמֶת בֶּ שֶׁ וְאָמַר רוֹצֶה,
עַד מִנּכְָרִי, הואּ וְאַךְ נּוּ, מִמֶּ לאֹ אֲבָל
ה חִלָּ תְּ אוֹת בְּ אוֹת אֵלַת ְ הַשּׁ לְשׁוֹן כָּאן
טומְּאָה עֵדֵי הָיוּ אִם אַף לָדוןּ נבָוֹא
י כִּ מִתְקַיּיֵם, הָעֵדותּ הָיהָ אִם שׁ מַמָּ
פְנֵי בִּ טומְּאָה עֵדֵי לִגְבּוֹת צָרִיךְ ינָא מִדִּ
לְחָן שֻׁ בְּ דְאִיתָא כִּ בַעְלָהּ, ובִּפְנֵי ה ָ הָאִשּׁ
ד׳ סְעִיף י"א (סִימָן הָעֶזֶר אֶבֶן עָרוךְּ

הֲגָהָה), בַּ
לָל כְּ תְשׁובָּה (בִּ הָראֹ"ש בְּ ומְּקוֹרוֹ
בוֹד כְּ עֲלַת מַּ שֶׁ וְאַף א׳) סִימָן מ"ו
ית הַבֵּ שֶׁ עַצְמוֹ, ל לְהִתְנצֵַּ תַב כָּ תּוֹרָתוֹ

2SA, Even HaEzer 11:4 — The Rema’s gloss rules that testimony to forbid a woman must be accepted in the presence of both the woman
and her husband: הרא''ש בתשובת .ומקורו

3Teshuvos HaRosh, Klal 46, Siman 1.

18



— end quote. His intention is that in such a case, according
to our custom, where there is a permanent beis din, [the de-
fendant] cannot say “I will go to the great beis din,” they ac-
cept [testimony] not in the presence of the litigant, analogous
to the case where they opened proceedings against him, sent
for him, and he did not come (as written in the Rema’s gloss
on Shulchan Aruch, Choshen Mishpat, Siman 28, Se’if 16,4 ac-
cording to the view of the Yesh Omrim — see there). However,
nevertheless, one can distinguish and say that specifically re-
garding monetary testimony, since they sent for him and he did
not come, the Sages penalized him and expropriated his money
through accepting testimony not in his presence. The principle
of heϫer beis din heϫer — the court has power to declare property
ownerless — applies in monetary matters. And this is apparent
from what the Rosh wrote in his Teshuvos, the aforementioned
Klal, Siman 6,5 and this is his language: “But if he [the plain-
tiff] was sick or the witnesses were sick, and they sent for him
[the defendant] and he did not come, since there is monetary
loss for the plaintiff and they warned the defendant and he did
not come, they expropriated his money and rendered this tes-
timony [taken] not in his presence as valid testimony” — end
quote. And this is cited by the Beis Yosef, Siman 28.6 And the
same reasoning applies here as well: that where they sent for
him and he did not come alone — in a case where he cannot
say “I will go to the great beis din” — they expropriated his
money through accepting testimony not in his presence. But
in testimony regarding prohibitions, one can say that they may
never accept [testimony] not in his presence. And a similar dis-
tinction was drawn by the Terumos HaDeshen in his Pesakim,
Siman 177,7 and this is his language: “And if the Sages have
the power through the principle of heϧer beis din heϧer to pe-
nalize the recalcitrant party by accepting testimony not in his
presence, would they therefore release the woman (It seems to
me that it should read: “his servant”) “of this person, when
the Torah stated [otherwise], etc.” — see there. The Terumos
HaDeshen says heϫer beis din cannot override a Torah prohibition.
And from this, the Rema derived in his Teshuvos, Siman 12,8

כָּאן עַד בָא וְלאֹ אַחֲרָיו לְחוּ שָׁ ין דִּ
לְפִי גַּוְונָא בְכַהַאי דִּ רְצוֹנוֹ לְשׁוֹנוֹ,
קָבועַּ ין דִּ ית בֵּ ישֵׁ דְּ הֵיכִי דְּ מִנְהָגֵינוּ
הַגָּדוֹל ין דִּ לְבֵית לוֹמַר יכָוֹל אֵינוֹ
עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ לּאֹ שֶׁ לִים מְקַבְּ אָזִילְנָא
לְחוּ וְשָׁ בְדִינָא לוֹ פְתָחוּ בִּ וכְּמוֹ ין, דִּ
הַגָּהַת בְּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ (וכְּמוֹ בָא וְלאֹ לוֹ
כ"ח סִימָן ט פָּ מִשְׁ ן חוֹשֶׁ עָרוךְּ לְחָן שֻׁ
עַיּןֵ אוֹמְרִים הַיּשֵׁ לְדַעַת ט"ז סְעִיף
ק לְחַלֵּ ישֵׁ הָא מָקוֹם מִכָּל אַךְ ם] שָׁ
לְחוּ שָׁ דְּ יוָן כֵּ מָמוֹן עֵדותּ בְּ וְקָא דַּ וְלוֹמַר
זִכְרוֹנָם חֲכָמֵינוּ קְנסָוהּוּ בָא, וְלאֹ לוֹ
יְדֵי עַל לְמָמוֹנֵיהּ וְהִפְקִיעוּ לִבְרָכָה
וְכִנְרְאֶה פָניָו, בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ הָעֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ
לָל כְּ שו"ת (בְּ הָראֹ"ש כָּתַב שֶׁ ה מִמַּ
אֲבָל לְשׁוֹנוֹ וְזֶה ו׳) סִימָן לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ
לְחוּ וְשָׁ חוֹלִים עֵדִים אוֹ חוֹלֶה הָיהָ אִם
הֶפְסֵד אִיכָא דְּ יוָן כֵּ בָא, וְלאֹ לֵיהּ
וְלאֹ ע תְבָּ לְהַנִּ וְהִתְרוּ לַתּוֹבֵעַ מָמוֹן
לְהַאי וְיאָ וְשַׁ לְמָמוֹנֵיהּ הִפְקִיעוּ בָא
עַד מַעַלְיאָ לְעֵדותּ בְפָניָו לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ
(סִימָן יוֹסֵף בֵית בְּ וְהובָּא לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן
לוֹמַר ישֵׁ נמֵָי הָכִי ין הַדִּ וְהואּ כ"ח)
הֵיכִי לְחודּ בָא וְלאֹ לֵיהּ לְחוּ בְשָׁ דִּ
הַגָּדוֹל ין דִּ לְבֵית לוֹמַר יכָוֹל אֵינוֹ דְּ
יְדֵי עַל לְמָמוֹנֵיהּ הִפְקִירוּ אָזִילְנָא,
אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה פָניָו, בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ
לְעוֹלָם דִּ לוֹמַר ישֵׁ אִיסּורּ, עִידֵי בְּ ן כֵּ
זֶה וכְּעֵין פָניָו, בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ לִין מְקַבְּ אֵין
(סִימָן פְסָקָיו בִּ ן שֶׁ הַדֶּ רומַּת הַתְּ ק חִלֵּ
חֲכָמֵינוּ ידַ בְּ ישֵׁ וְאִם לְשׁוֹנוֹ, וְזֶה קע"ז)
ין דִּ ית בֵּ הֶפְקֵר מִכּחַֹ לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנָם
הָעֵדותּ ל לְקַבֵּ ם הָאַלָּ אֶת לִקְנוֹס הֶפְקֵר
יפְַקִיעוּ הָכִי וםּ מִשּׁ וְכִי פָניָו, בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ
עַבְדוּ] לוֹמַר צָרִיךְ דְּ לִי (נִרְאֶה א אֶתְתָּ
ם, שָׁ עַיּןֵ וְכו׳ּ אָמְרָה וְהַתּוֹרָה זֶה ל שֶׁ

4SA, Choshen Mishpat 28:16 — The Rema’s gloss discusses accepting testimony when the opposing party refuses to appear.
5Teshuvos HaRosh, Klal 46, Siman 6 — The Rosh explains that when the Sages expropriated money (heϫer beis din heϫer), they rendered

testimony accepted in the litigant’s absence as valid testimony, specifically in cases of duress combined with the defendant’s refusal to appear.
6Beis Yosef, Choshen Mishpat 28.
7Terumos HaDeshen, Pesakim, Siman 177.
8Responsa of Rema, Siman 12 — The Rema rules that accepting testimony to forbid a woman to her husband requires the same standards

as capital cases, and heϫer beis din heϫer cannot override this requirement.
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that the same applies to accepting testimony to forbid a woman
to her husband: the recalcitrance [of the party] does not help
[to validate testimony taken] not in the presence of the litigant,
because it is comparable to testimony in capital cases. As the
Rosh wrote in his Teshuvos: for this reason, examination and
interrogation is required in testimony to forbid a woman to her
husband — see there. If so, the same applies here: even though
they sent for him and he did not come, it is not effective regard-
ing witnesses of prohibition, for the principle of heϧer beis din
heϧer does not apply in this context. And even more so regard-
ing the fact that you accepted testimony not in the presence of
her husband — this is certainly improper. For even though her
husband is not in the city, and he is bound in chains by the
judgment of civil law, (the husband is apparently imprisoned or
detained by the secular authorities) nevertheless, aside from the
possibility of judging such a case similarly — just as the Rosh
holds in his approach in the aforementioned Teshuvah, that two
conditions are required — duress [preventing the plaintiff or
witnesses from coming] and the defendant being sent for and
not coming — for it is merely a rabbinical enactment to expro-
priate money in such a case, so too one can say according to
those other poskim who hold that duress alone suffices to accept
testimony not in his presence — this too is for the betterment
of society, out of concern for the monetary loss of the plaintiff,
and from the rule of heϧer beis din heϧer. But in testimony
to forbid her to her husband, which is comparable to capital
cases, the power of heϫer beis din cannot be invoked. Also, even
if we compare prohibition cases to monetary cases, neverthe-
less, the logic of duress is only due to the concern that before
the duress passes, the testimony will be lost, such as when [the
plaintiff] is sick or the witnesses are sick, where there is con-
cern that perhaps the moment will come that they die, or like
the case of witnesses who are hurrying to travel overseas. But
in our case, as it appears, the witnesses are local residents and
are not hurrying to travel overseas. If so, what does it matter
that the defendant is not in the city? Let them wait until he
comes and accept the testimony in his presence. And it seems
to me that there is proof for our reasoning above, that regard-
ing witnesses for prohibitory matters, even in a case of duress,
they do not accept [testimony] not in his presence. This is from
what the Rashba wrote in his Chiddushim on Bava Kamma, at

(סִימָן תְשׁובָּה בִּ הָרַמְ"א לָמַד ֶּה ומִּז
לֶאֱסוֹר עֵדותּ לַת לְקַבָּ ין הַדִּ הואּ דְּ י"ב)
לּאֹ שֶׁ אַלָּמותָּא מְהַנֵי לאֹ לְבַעְלָהּ ה ָ אִשּׁ
מֵי, דָּ נְפָשׁוֹת כְעֵדֵי דְּ ין, דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ
מֵהַאי דְּ תְשׁובָּה בִּ הָראֹ"ש כָּתַב שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ
עֵדותּ בְּ וַחֲקִירָה ה רִישָׁ דְּ עֵי בָּ טַעְמָא
אִם ם, שָׁ עַיּןֵ לְבַעְלָהּ, ה ָ אִשּׁ לֶאֱסוֹר
לְחוּ שָׁ דְּ אַף דְּ לוֹמַר ישֵׁ נמֵָי הָכִי ן כֵּ
אִיסּורּ, עִידֵי בְּ מְהַנֵי לאֹ בָא וְלאֹ לוֹ
הֶפְקֵר ין דִּ ית בֵּ הֶפְקֵר זֶה בָּ יּיָךְ שַׁ לאֹ דְּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ ם לְתָּ קַבָּ דְּ מַה בְּ ובְּיוֹתֵר
נכָוֹן, אֵינוֹ אי וַדַּ בְּ זֶהוּ בַעְלָהּ, פְנֵי בִּ
אָסורּ וְהואּ עִיר, בָּ אֵינוֹ בַעְלָהּ דְּ אַף דְּ
מִכָּל מַלְכותָּא, דְּ ינָא דִּ ט פַּ מִשְׁ בְּ זִיקִים בְּ
הַאי כְּ ן כֵּ גַּם לָדוןּ ישֵׁ דְּ בַד מִלְּ מָקוֹם
לְהָראֹ"שׁ לֵיהּ סְבִירָא דִּ הֵיכִי י כִּ גַּוְונָא
בָעֵי דְּ לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ תְשׁובָּה בִּ יטָתֵיהּ שִׁ בְּ
הֲוֵי דַּ בָא, וְלאֹ לוֹ לְחוּ וְשָׁ אוֹנסֶ י, רְתֵּ תַּ
לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנָם חֲכָמֵינוּ נתַ קָּ תַּ רַק
הָכִי גַּוְונָא, הַאי כְּ לְמָמוֹנָא לְאַפְקועֵּי
אוֹנסֶ דְּ פּוֹסְקִים לְאִינךְָ לוֹמַר ישֵׁ נמֵָי
פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ הָעֵדותּ ל לְקַבֵּ מְהַנֵּי לְחודּ
א שָׁ מֵחֲשָׁ הָעוֹלָם, יקּוןּ תִּ ן כֵּ גַּם הואּ
הֶפְקֵר ין ומִּדִּ הַתּוֹבֵעַ מָמוֹן דְּ פְסִידָא דְּ
עֵדִים בְּ ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה הֶפְקֵר, ין דִּ ית בֵּ
גַּם מֵי, דָּ כִנְפָשׁוֹת דְּ עְלָהּ בַּ עַל לְאָסְרָהּ
מִכָּל לְמָמוֹן, אִיסּורּ ה נְדַמֶּ אִם אַף
א שָׁ מֵחֲשָׁ רַק אוֹנְסָא דְּ בָרָא הַסְּ מָקוֹם
הָעֵדותּ יופְּסַד הָאוֹנסֶ יּעֲַבוֹר שֶׁ קוֹדֶם דְּ
אִיכָא דְּ חוֹלִים עֵדִים בְּ אוֹ חָלָה בְּ מוֹ כְּ
יּמָותּוּ, שֶׁ עָה ָ הַשּׁ רֵף טָּ תִּ אולַּי דְּ א שָׁ חֲשָׁ
לִמְדִינתַ לֵילֵךְ רְדופִּים עֵדִים דְּ וכְּהַהִיא
כְפִי דְּ ידָן דִּ נִדּוֹן בְּ ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה הַיּםָ,
הָעִיר י מֵאַנְשֵׁ הֵם הָעֵדִים רְאֶה הַנִּ
הַיּםָ, לִמְדִינתַ לֵילֵךְ רְדופִּים וְאֵינָם
עִיר, בָּ ע תְבָּ הַנִּ אֵין שֶׁ כָךְ בְּ מַה ן כֵּ אִם
פָניָו בְּ הָעֵדותּ לוּ וִיקַבְּ יּבָאֹ שֶׁ עַד ינוּ ימְַתִּ
זְכָּר הַנִּ לִסְבָרָתֵינוּ רְאָיהָ לִי וְנִרְאֶה
אוֹנסֶ מְקוֹם בִּ אַף אִיסּורּ בְעִידֵי דִּ לְעֵיל,
כָּתַב ֶ שּׁ ה מִמַּ פָניָו, בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ לִין מְקַבְּ אֵין
רֵישׁ א קַמָּ בָא בָּ י חִידּושֵּׁ בְּ "א בָּ הָרַשְׁ
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the beginning of the chapter “HaGozel Basra,”9 and this is his
language: “And it is difficult for us regarding our sugya: Be-
hold, we say the reason that testimony is not accepted not in
the presence of the litigant is because the verse states: ‘And it
was testified to its owner’10 — if so, when he is sick, etc., how
can they accept [testimony]? The Torah stated: ‘And it was tes-
tified to its owner’! And he answered that the primary verse is
written regarding the ox which is like capital cases, but in mon-
etary cases, it is merely an asmachta (rabbinical support) and
rabbinic in nature” — end quote. Thus it is clarified from this
that in capital cases, where the Torah requires [testimony] in
his presence, even in a case of duress, they do not accept [testi-
mony] not in his presence. If so, the same applies to forbidding
a woman to her husband, which is comparable to capital cases,
as the Rema wrote in the aforementioned Teshuvos.

However, to the contrary — not only does this not support me,
but it is actually a refutation of our position. For the Rema ex-
plained in the aforementioned Teshuvos: the fact that regard-
ing examination and interrogation and regarding acceptance
of testimony in his presence, we compare testimony concerning
women to testimony in capital cases, while regarding separate
testimony, we compare it to monetary testimony. That is, re-
garding separate testimony — which we derive in the first chap-
ter of Makkos11 from the verse “He shall not be put to death
on the testimony of one witness” — and from the Torah, this ap-
plies only to capital cases, since “he shall not be put to death” is
written. Therefore, testimony concerning women is compared
to monetary [testimony]. But regarding examination and in-
terrogation and acceptance of testimony in his presence, which
from basic principles should also apply in monetary cases, and
only the Sages were lenient in monetary matters — therefore
testimony concerning women is compared to capital cases —
see there. Thus his entire foundation is that from the Torah, also
in monetary cases, acceptance of testimony in his presence is re-
quired. But according to the view of the aforementioned Rashba,
who holds that from the Torah, only in capital cases is [testi-
mony] in his presence required, but in monetary cases it is only

יאָ וְקַשְׁ לְשׁוֹנוֹ, וְזֶה תְרָא, בַּ הַגּוֹזֵל רֶק פֶּ
אֵין דְּ טַעְמָא אָמְרִינןַ הָא ין מַעְתִּ אַשְׁ לַן
ין, דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לִין מְקַבְּ
וְאִם בְעָלָיו בִּ וְהועַּד קְרָא אָמַר דְּ וםּ מִשּׁ
לִין, מְקַבְּ הֵיאַךְ וְכו׳ּ חוֹלֶה הואּ אִם ן כֵּ
וְתֵירֵץ בְעָלָיו, בִּ וְהועַּד אָמְרָה וְהַתּוֹרָה
הואּ דְּ תִיב כְּ שׁוֹר י לְגַבֵּ קְרָא עִיקַר דְּ
מָמוֹנוֹת דִינֵי בְּ אֲבָל נְפָשׁוֹת, דִינֵי כְּ
עַד נןָ רַבָּ ומִּדְּ הואּ עָלְמָא בְּ א אַסְמַכְתָּ
בְדִינֵי דִּ ֶּה מִז אֵר מִתְבָּ הֲרֵי לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן
אַף פָניָו בְּ עֵי בָּ הַתּוֹרָה מִן דְּ נְפָשׁוֹת
פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ לִין מְקַבְּ אֵין אוֹנסֶ מְקוֹם בִּ
לְבַעְלָהּ ה ָ אִשּׁ לֶאֱסוֹר נמֵָי הָכִי ן כֵּ אִם
הָרַמְ"א כָּתַב שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ מֵי דָּ כִנְפָשׁוֹת דְּ

לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ וּ"ת שּׁ בַּ
יּיַע מִסְתַּ לאֹ דְּ עֵי מִבָּ לאֹ א רַבָּ אַדְּ אולָּם
לִדְבָרֵינוּ, הֲוֵי א יובְּתָּ תְּ אַף א אֶלָּ לִי,
זְכָּר הַנִּ וּ"ת שּׁ בַּ הָרַמְ"א בֵיאֵר דְּ לְמָה
וַחֲקִירָה ה רִישָׁ דְּ לְעִנְיןַ דְּ הָא לְעֵיל
ינןַ מְדַמִּ פָניָו בְּ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ ולְּעִנְיןַ
ולְּעִנְיןַ נְפָשׁוֹת, לְעֵדותּ ים נשִָׁ עֵדותּ
מָמוֹן, לְעֵדותּ ינןַ מְדַמִּ מְיחֶֻדֶת עֵדותּ
לָהּ ילְַפִינןַ דְּ מְיחֶֻדֶת לְעֵדותּ דִּ הַיְינוּ
יומַּת לאֹ דְּ מִקְרָא מַכּוֹת דְּ א קַמָּ פֶרֶק בְּ
רַק הואּ הַתּוֹרָה ומִּן אֶחָד, עֵד י פִּ עַל
הָכִי וםּ מִשּׁ תִיב כְּ יומַּת לאֹ דְּ נְפָשׁוֹת בְּ
ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה מְיאָ דָּ לְמָמוֹן ים נשִָׁ עֵדותּ
עֵדותּ לַת וְקַבָּ וַחֲקִירָה ה רִישָׁ דְּ לְעִנְיןַ
ן כֵּ מָמוֹן בְּ גַּם יתֵי תֵּ מֵהֵיכִי דְּ פָניָו, בְּ
לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנָם חֲכָמֵינוּ וְרַק הואּ,
ים נשִָׁ עֵדותּ הָכִי וםּ מִשּׁ מָמוֹן, בְּ הֵקִילוּ
כָל דְּ הֲרֵי ם, שָׁ עַיּיֵן מְיאָ דָּ לִנְפָשׁוֹת
עֵי בָּ מָמוֹן בְּ גַּם הַתּוֹרָה מִן דְּ יְסוֹדוֹ
לְדַעַת ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה פָניָו, בְּ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ
הַתּוֹרָה מִן דְּ לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ "א בָּ הָרַשְׁ
אֲבָל פָניָו, בְּ בָעֵי דְּ הואּ נְפָשׁוֹת בְּ וְקָא דַּ

9Rashba, Chiddushei Bava Kamma, beginning of Perek HaGozel Basra (approximately 112a) — The Rashba asks how testimony can be
accepted without the litigant present when the verse “v’hu’ad bi’v’alav” (Shemos 21:29) requires his presence, and answers that the verse
applies biblically only to capital cases (the goring ox), while in monetary cases it is merely rabbinic.

10Shemos 21:29.
11Makkos 6a — The Gemara derives the requirement of edus meyuchedeS from the verse “He shall not be put to death on the testimony of

one witness” (Devarim 17:6): נְפָשׁוֹת דִינֵי בְּ – אֲמורִּים בָרִים דְּ ה מֶּ בַּ יוֹסֵי: י רַבִּ .אָמַר
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rabbinic, then one can say that testimony concerning women is
comparable to monetary [testimony] just as regarding separate
testimony. And in a case of duress, they accept [testimony] not
in his presence, just as in monetary cases. And this is further
supported by what the Beis Yosef wrote in Choshen Mishpat,
Siman 388, from section 8,12 citing the Rashba at length. And
this is his language there: “And in addition to this, sometimes
they accept testimony not in the presence of the litigant, for
they said: ‘If he was sick, etc.’ And if you wish to say that they
only said this regarding monetary cases, but in capital cases
they do not accept [testimony] not in his presence — this is not
so, etc.” Thus he holds that even in capital cases, they accept
in a case of duress, [testimony] not in his presence. If so, a for-
tiori [the same applies] to forbidding a woman to her husband.
However, it appears to my humble opinion that these words
of the Rashba in his Teshuvos contradict his words in his Chid-
dushim. For according to his words in his Chiddushim, certainly
the law is that in capital cases, where the Torah requires [testi-
mony] in his presence, duress does not help. But according to
his Teshuvos, even in capital cases duress helps. Nevertheless,
we hold at least according to the Rashba’s view, that regarding
testimony to forbid a woman to her husband, in a case of duress
they accept [testimony] not in the presence of the litigant. For
according to his Teshuvos, even in actual capital cases they ac-
cept, how much more so regarding testimony about women to
forbid her to her husband. And according to his Chiddushim
mentioned above, since from the Torah, only in capital cases
[is testimony in his presence required], one can say that testi-
mony concerning women is compared to monetary [testimony],
as noted above. Except according to the view of the Rosh in
the aforementioned Teshuvah — it seems to me clearly, from
the fact that he needed to say that the Sages expropriated his
money to render testimony [accepted] not in his presence as
valid testimony — from this it is apparent that the Rosh holds
that from the Torah, even in monetary cases we require accep-
tance of testimony in his presence, and it is only an expropria-
tion by the Sages through their enactment. And if so, regarding
testimony about women, where heϧer beis din heϧer does not
apply, one can say that [testimony] in his presence is always
specifically required. And see the Beis Yosef, Choshen Mishpat,

לוֹמַר ישֵׁ ן כֵּ אִם נןָ, רַבָּ דְּ רַק הואּ מָמוֹן בְּ
לְעִנְיןַ מוֹ כְּ לְמָמוֹן מֵי דָּ ים נשִָׁ עֵדותּ דְּ
לִין מְקַבְּ אוֹנסֶ ובִּמְקוֹם מְיחֶֻדֶת, עֵדותּ
לְמוֹ ובְּיוֹתֵר מָמוֹן בְּ מוֹ כְּ פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ
(סִימָן ט פָּ מִשְׁ ן חשֶֹׁ יוֹסֵף ית הַבֵּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ
"א בָּ הָרַשְׁ ם שֵׁ בְּ ח׳) שׁ מְחֻדָּ שפ"ח
עַל וְנוֹסָף ם שָׁ לְשׁוֹנוֹ וְזֶה אֲרֻכָּה, בַּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לִים מְקַבְּ לִפְעָמִים דְּ זֶה
הָיהָ אָמְרוּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ ין, דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ לוֹמַר ךָ נפְַשְׁ וְאִם וְכו׳ּ, חוֹלֶה
דִינֵי בְּ אֲבָל מָמוֹנוֹת דִינֵי בְּ א אֶלָּ אָמְרוּ
לאֹ פָניָו, בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ לִין מְקַבְּ אֵין נְפָשׁוֹת
אַף דְּ לֵיהּ סְבִירָא דִּ הֲרֵי וְכו׳ּ, הִיא
לּאֹ שֶׁ אוֹנסֶ מְקוֹם בִּ לִים מְקַבְּ נְפָשׁוֹת בְּ
לֶאֱסוֹר וָחוֹמֶר קַל ן כֵּ אִם פָניָו, בְּ
לַעֲנִיּותּ נִרְאֶה זאֹת הֵן עְלָהּ בַּ עַל ה ָ אִשּׁ
תְשׁובָּה בִּ אֵלּוּ "א בָּ הָרַשְׁ דִבְרֵי דְּ י עְתִּ דַּ
לְדְבָרָיו דִּ י חִידּושֵּׁ בְּ לִדְבָרָיו סוֹתְרִים
מִן דְּ בִנְפָשׁוֹת דְּ ין הַדִּ אי וַדַּ בְּ יו חִידּושָּׁ בְּ
אונְּסָא, מְהַנֵּי לָא פָניָו בְּ עֵי בָּ הַתּוֹרָה
מְהַנֵּי נְפָשׁוֹת בִּ גַּם תְשׁובָּה בִּ ולְּדִבְרָיו
מִיהָא נְקִיטְנָא מָקוֹם מִכָּל אונְּסָא,
ה ָ אִשּׁ לֶאֱסוֹר עֵדותּ בְּ "א בָּ הָרַשְׁ לְדַעַת
לּאֹ שֶׁ לִים מְקַבְּ אונּסֶ מְקוֹם בִּ עְלָהּ בַּ עַל
תְשׁובָּה בִּ לְדִבְרָיו דִּ ין, דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ
ל מִכָּ לִים, מְקַבְּ שׁ מַמָּ נְפָשׁוֹת בִּ אֲפִלּוּ דַּ
עְלָהּ, בַּ עַל לְאָסְרָהּ ים נשִָׁ עֵדותּ בְּ ן כֵּ שֶׁ
יוָן כֵּ לְעֵיל, זְכָּר הַנִּ יו חִדּושָּׁ בְּ ולְּדִבְרָיו
לוֹמַר ישֵׁ נְפָשׁוֹת בִּ רַק הַתּוֹרָה מִן דְּ
לְעֵיל זְכָּר וְכַנִּ מֵי דָּ מָמוֹן כְּ ים נשִָׁ עֵדותּ דְּ
ר זְכָּ הַנִּ תְשׁובָּה בִּ הָראֹ"שׁ לְדַעַת זולַּת
לוֹמַר הוצְּרַךְ מִדְּ רורּ בָּ לִי נִרְאֶה לְעֵיל
הִפְקִיעוּ לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנָם חֲכָמֵינוּ דַּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ וְיאָ לְשַׁ לְמָמוֹנֵיהּ
מְבאָֹר ֶּה מִז מַעַלְיאָ עֵדותּ פָניָו בְּ
הַתּוֹרָה מִן דְּ לְהָראֹ"שׁ לֵיהּ סָבִירָא דְּ
פָניָו, בְּ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ עִינןַ בָּ מָמוֹן בְּ אַף
לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנָם חֲכָמֵינוּ הַפְקָעַת וְרַק
הואּ, לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנָם חֲכָמֵינוּ נתַ קָּ מִתַּ
הֶפְקֵר יּיָךְ שַׁ לָא דְּ ים נשִָׁ עֵדותּ בְּ ן כֵּ וְאִם

12Beis Yosef, Choshen Mishpat 388, Section 8, citing the Rashba’s Teshuvos at length.
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Siman 28, after he cited the words of the Ra’avan13 who proved
from the fact that testimony is accepted not in his presence in
a case of duress that b’dieved (after the fact), acceptance of
testimony not in his presence is effective. And the Beis Yosef
wrote concerning this, and this is his language: “And the Rosh
in his rulings, also in his Teshuvah, wrote only the reasoning of
the Riva that even b’dieved it is invalid. And the claim of the
Ra’avan is that it [the requirement] is rabbinic and the verse is
an asmachta, and they [the Sages] said that in a case of duress
they accept, but without duress, even b’dieved it is invalid. And
so wrote R. Yitzchak Duran in the name of the Rashba” — end
quote.14 And I am very perplexed, for the words of the Rosh in
his Teshuvah are crystal clear: that he holds the requirement
for [testimony] in his presence is from the Torah. And R. Duran
who wrote this in the name of the Rashba — this is possibly in
accordance with the Rashba’s approach in his Chiddushim men-
tioned above that in monetary cases it is only an asmachta. But
the Rosh certainly does not hold this way, as noted above. And
the Beis Yosef himself cited there the aforementioned words of
the Rosh. And also, why does the Beis Yosef find the Rosh’s
reasoning unacceptable in its straightforward sense? That in a
case of duress, the Sages expropriated his money to render testi-
mony not in his presence as valid testimony, but where there is
no duress and they did not expropriate, it remains at the Torah-
level [requirement], and the testimony has no validity, unless
it was in the presence of the litigant — and this requires great
investigation. And I subsequently found in the Teshuvos of the
Radbaz, Siman 7,15 and this is his language: “And when you
examine carefully, you will find that even though we do not
require ‘they sent for him and he did not come’ together with
those [other conditions], at least one of those [conditions] is
required. But where the plaintiff is not sick and the witnesses
are also not seeking to travel overseas, all agree they do not
accept [testimony] even where the defendant is not in the city,
etc. Furthermore, there is reason to invalidate this testimony
because it is to forbid a woman and it is like capital cases, and
even if [a party] is sick they do not accept [testimony]” — end
quote. And therefore, in my humble opinion, this matter — ac-
cepting testimony to forbid a woman to her husband not in the

לְעוֹלָם דְּ לוֹמַר ישֵׁ הֶפְקֵר ין דִּ ית בֵּ
יוֹסֵף בֵית בְּ וְעַיּיֵן וְקָא, דַּ פָניָו בְּ עֵי בָּ
הֵבִיא שֶׁ אַחַר כ"ח) (סִימָן ט פָּ מִשְׁ ן חוֹשֶׁ
לִין מְקַבְּ מִדִּ הוֹכִיחַ שֶׁ הָרַאֲבָ"ן בְרֵי דִּ
מוכָּח אונּסֶ, מְקוֹם בִּ פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ מְהַנֵּי בִדְעִיבַד דְּ
וְזֶה יוֹסֵף ית הַבֵּ עֲלָהּ וְכָתַב פָניָו, בְּ
תְשׁובָּה בִּ גַּם פְסָקָיו בִּ וְהָראֹ"שׁ לְשׁוֹנוֹ
אֲפִלּוּ דַּ רִיבָ"א סְבָרַת א אֶלָּ כָתַב לאֹ
הואּ דְּ הָרַאֲבָ"ן וְטַעֲנתַ סולּ, פָּ דִיעֲבַד
אָמְרוּ וְהֵם א, אַסְמַכְתָּ וקְּרָא נןָ רַבָּ מִדְּ
אונּסֶ ובְּלֵיכָא לִין מְקַבְּ אונּסֶ בִמְקוֹם דְּ
הר"י כָּתַב וְכֵן סולּ פָּ דִיעֲבַד אֲפִלּוּ
לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן עַד "א, בָּ הָרַשְׁ ם שֵׁ בְּ דודִּי
הָראֹ"שׁ בְרֵי דִּ הֲרֵי דַּ מְאדֹ לִי וְתָמֵהַּ
לֵיהּ סָבִירָא דְּ לוּ, מִילְּ רורּ בָּ תְשׁובָּה בִּ
דוֹרָא"ן וְהר"ר פָניָו בְּ עֵי בָּ הַתּוֹרָה מִן דְּ
ר אֶפְשָׁ "א בָּ הָרַשְׁ ם שֵׁ בְּ תַב כָּ ן כֵּ שֶׁ
יו חִדּושָּׁ בְּ "א בָּ הָרַשְׁ יטַת שִׁ בְּ הַיְינוּ דְּ
הֲוֵי מָמוֹנוֹת בְדִינֵי דְּ לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ
אי וַדַּ בְּ הָראֹ"שׁ אֲבָל א, אַסְמַכְתָּ רַק
לְעֵיל, זְכָּר וְכַנִּ ן כֵּ לֵיהּ סָבִירָא לאֹ
בְרֵי דִּ ם שָׁ הֵבִיא עַצְמוֹ בְּ יוֹסֵף ית וְהַבֵּ
סָנֵי אי אַמַּ וְגַם לְעֵיל, זְכָּר הַנִּ הָראֹ"שׁ
הָראֹ"שׁ טַעַם בְּ יוֹסֵף ית לְהַבֵּ לֵיהּ
חֲכָמֵינוּ הִפְקִיעוּ בָאונּסֶ דְּ פְשׁוטּוֹ בִּ
עֵדותּ וְיאָ לְשַׁ לְמָמוֹנֵיהּ לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנָם
לּאֹ שֶׁ אֲבָל מַעַלְיאָ, עֵדותּ פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ
ימָא קַיְּ הִפְקִיעוּ לָא דְּ אונּסֶ מְקוֹם בִּ
הואּ, לוםּ כְּ לָאו הָעֵדותּ דְּ אוֹרַיְיתָא, אַדְּ
וְצָרִיךְ ין דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ הָיהָ ן כֵּ אִם א אֶלָּ
תְשׁובַּת בִּ ךְ כָּ אַחַר ומָּצָאתִי גָּדוֹל עִיּוןּ
וְכַד לְשׁוֹנוֹ, וְזֶה ז׳) (סִימָן "ז הָרַדְבָּ
לָא דְּ גַּב עַל אַף דְּ כַּח שְׁ תִּ יר פִּ שַׁ ינתַ מְעַיְּ
חֲדָא הָנךְָ, הֲדֵי בַּ בָא וְלאֹ לוֹ לְחוּ שִׁ עֵי בָּ
אֵין דְּ הֵיכָא אֲבָל עֵי בָּ מִיהָא מֵהָנךְָ
ין מְבַקְשִׁ הָעֵדִים אֵין וְגַם חוֹלֶה הַתּוֹבֵעַ
אֵין עָלְמָא לְכולֵּי הַיּםָ לִמְדִינתַ לֵילֵךְ

13Ra’avan — The Ra’avan holds that acceptance of testimony not in the litigant’s presence is only a rabbinic requirement, and the verse is
merely an asmachta; therefore, where the Sages enacted acceptance in cases of duress, b’dieved the testimony is valid.

14R. Yitzchak Duran (Rivash’s student or the author of the Tashbetz).
15Teshuvos Radbaz, Siman 7.
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presence of the litigant in a case of duress —

depends on the dispute between the Rosh and the Rashba men-
tioned above, as we have explained. In any event, in our case,
where it was possible to wait until the husband comes, the beis
din did not have proper authority to accept testimony not in
the presence of the husband. Also, now that the act has al-
ready been done, there is much to discuss. For the opinion
of most poskim is that even b’dieved, it is not effective — ac-
ceptance of testimony not in the presence of the litigant. As
the Maharshal elaborated in his Teshuvos, Siman 33,16 and the
Rema in the aforementioned Teshuvah added that to forbid her
to her husband, which is comparable to capital cases, all agree
that even b’dieved it is not effective. And so wrote straightfor-
wardly the Teshuvos Panim Me’iros, Volume 1, Siman 24,17 and
so wrote the Teshuvos Avodas HaGershuni, Siman 3.18 And even
according to what I wrote above, that according to the Rashba
in his Chiddushim, one can say that regarding acceptance of
testimony not in his presence, testimony concerning women is
compared to monetary [testimony], nevertheless, the Rashba is
among those who hold that even in monetary cases, b’dieved
the testimony is not effective. For even though they sent for her
[the woman] and she did not come, nevertheless one can say
that since by law the beis din should not have accepted the tes-
timony since it was not in the presence of her husband, as noted
above, therefore she acted properly in not wanting to come for
acceptance of testimony in her presence but not in the pres-
ence of her husband, and one cannot penalize her for this, and
even with respect to her, the acceptance of testimony is not ef-
fective. However, despite all this, it is difficult for me to be
lenient b’dieved, for the view of the Ra’avan and his support-
ers is that b’dieved, acceptance of testimony not in his presence
is effective, and perhaps even to forbid her to her husband as
well. And this is the view of the sage Rabbi Naftali Hertz in the

עִיר בָּ אֵינוֹ ע תְבָּ הַנִּ דְּ הֵיכִי אַף לִין מְקַבְּ
סָהֲדותָּא הַךְ לְמִפְסַל אִיכָא וְתוּ וכו׳,
דִינֵי כְּ וַהֲוֵי תָא אִתְּ לְמֵיסַר הואּ דְּ וםּ מִשּׁ
עַד לִין, מְקַבְּ אֵין חָלָה וַאֲפִלּוּ נְפָשׁוֹת,
י עְתִּ דַּ לַעֲנִיּותּ זֶה ולְּפִי לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן
עַל ה ָ אִשּׁ לֶאֱסוֹר עֵדותּ ל לְקַבֵּ זֶה בָר דָּ
מְקוֹם בִּ ין דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עְלָהּ בַּ

אונּסֶ
"א בָּ וְהָרַשְׁ הָראֹ"שׁ מַחֲלקֶֹת בְּ לְיאָ תַּ
כָּל עַל אַרְנוּ, בֵּ שֶׁ וכְּמוֹ לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ
ין לְהַמְתִּ ר אֶפְשָׁ הָיהָ דְּ ידַן דִּ נִדּוֹן בְּ נִים פָּ
ידַ בְּ כּחַֹ הָיהָ לאֹ עַל, הַבַּ יּבָאֹ שֶׁ עַד
לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ ל לְקַבֵּ יפֶָה ין דִּ ית הַבֵּ
ה נעֲַשָׂ בָר כְּ שֶׁ ה עַתָּ גַּם עַל. הַבַּ פְנֵי בִּ
עַת דַּ הֲרֵי דַּ טובָּא, לָדוןּ ישֵׁ ה, מַעֲשֶׂ
מְהַנֵּי לאֹ דִיעֲבַד אֲפִלּוּ דַּ הַפּוֹסְקִים רבֹ
ין, דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ
(סִימָן שוּ"ת בְּ "ל מַהַרְשַׁ הֶאֱרִיךְ שֶׁ וכְּמוֹ
לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ תְשׁובָּה בִּ ובְּרַמָ"א ל"ג)
כִנְפָשׁוֹת דְּ עְלָהּ בַּ עַל לָאֲסָרָהּ דְּ הוֹסִיף
לאֹ דִיעֲבַד אֲפִלּוּ עָלְמָא לְכולֵּי מֵי דָּ
תְשׁובַּת בִּ יטותּ פְשִׁ בִּ תַב כָּ וְכֵן מְהַנֵּי,
כ"ד), סִימָן א׳ (חֵלֶק מְאִירוֹת נִים פָּ
הַגֵּרְשׁונִּי עֲבוֹדַת תְשׁובַּת בִּ תַב כָּ וְכֵן
י תַבְתִּ כָּ ֶ שּׁ מַה לְפִי וְאַף ג׳), (סִימָן
לוֹמַר ישֵׁ יו חִידּושָּׁ בְּ דלהרשב"א לְעֵיל
עֵדותּ פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ לְעִנְיןַ דְּ
הָא מָקוֹם מִכָּל ינןַ, מְדַמִּ לְמָמוֹן ים נשִָׁ
מָמוֹן בְּ אַף דְּ הַסּוֹבְרִים מִכַּת הרשב"א
לְחוּ שָׁ דְּ אַף דְּ הָעֵדותּ, מְהַנֵּי לָא יעֲבַד דִּ
לוֹמַר ישֵׁ מָקוֹם מִכָּל בָאָה וְלאֹ לָהּ
ין דִּ ית לְהַבֵּ רָאויּ הָיהָ לאֹ ינָא מִדִּ דְּ יוָן כֵּ
פְנֵי בִּ לּאֹ שֶׁ הואּ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ הָעֵדותּ ל לְקַבֵּ
תָה עָשְׂ ן כֵּ אִם לְעֵיל, זְכָּר וְכַנִּ עְלָהּ בַּ
לַת לְקַבָּ לָבאֹ רָצְתָה לּאֹ שֶׁ מַה בְּ ין דִּ כַּ
וְלֵיכָא עְלָהּ בַּ פְנֵי בִּ לּאֹ שֶׁ פָנֶיהָ בְּ עֵדותּ
ידָהּ דִּ י לְגַבֵּ וְאַף זֶה, עַל לְמִקְנְסָהּ
עִם אולָּם עֵדותּ. לַת בָּ הַקַּ מְהַנֵּי לָא

16Teshuvos Maharshal, Siman 33.
17Teshuvos Panim Me’iros, Volume 1, Siman 24.
18Teshuvos Avodas HaGershuni, Siman 3.
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aforementioned Teshuvah of the Rema.19 Also, what I wrote
above — that even though according to the Rashba in his Chid-
dushim, one can say testimony concerning women is like mone-
tary [testimony], nevertheless the Rashba is among those who
hold that even in monetary cases it is not effective b’dieved —
this is not conclusive. For on the other hand, one can say: since
according to the Rashba in his aforementioned Chiddushim, the
entire obligation of accepting testimony in his presence in mon-
etary cases is only rabbinic, then one can say that specifically in
monetary cases they strengthened their enactment so that even
b’dieved it is not effective, but to forbid her to her husband,
they left it at the Torah-level law, and the acceptance of testi-
mony is effective b’dieved. Also, in the Shitah Mekubetzes on
Bava Kamma, at the beginning of the chapter “HaGozel Basra,”
he wrote in the name of the Me’iri, and this is his language:20

“And so they agreed that in matters of prohibition, they accept
testimony not in his presence, such as where witnesses testi-
fied not in her presence that she became betrothed to another,
or that his ritually pure items became contaminated, for it is a
benefit to him to be separated from prohibition” — end quote.
If so, seemingly also to forbid her to her husband, the same
applies, for it is a benefit to him. Informing a husband of his
wife’s defilement separates him from prohibition. Although it ap-
pears that this is not the halachah, for most poskim disagree
with this. As I saw in the Teshuvos of Mahariy Adribi,21 and this
is his language: “And so it appears from the Teshuvos of the
Rivash regarding the betrothal of Morina. And I testify that so
it was in the time of our teacher R. Yaakov Beirach, of blessed
memory, concerning an incident, and like them [ruled] Ben Sid,
of blessed memory. Except that they went too far in accepting
testimony not in the presence of the litigant to forbid her to
her husband, and I and my colleagues disagreed with them on
this. But regarding testimony that she was betrothed, they ac-
cept [not in his presence]” — end quote. Thus the consensus
of these Geonim, of blessed memory, is that to forbid her to her
husband, they do not accept [testimony] not in his presence,
in accordance with the view of the Rosh in the aforementioned
Teshuvah. And in accordance with their view, the Rema ruled
for us in his gloss on the Shulchan Aruch, Siman 11, Se’if 4. If

י כִּ דִיעֲבַד, בְּ לְהָקֵל לִי ה קָשֶׁ זֶה כָּל
מְהַנֵּי בִדְיעֲבַד דְּ וְסִיּיַעְתּוֹ הראב"ן עַת דַּ
גַּם וְאולַּי פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ
עַת דַּ וְזֶהוּ ן, כֵּ עְלָהּ בַּ עַל לְאָסְרָהּ
תְשׁובַּת בִּ הִירְץ לִי נפְַתָּ י רַבִּ הֶחָכָם
י תַבְתִּ כָּ ֶ שּׁ מַה גַּם לְעֵיל, זְכָּר הַנִּ רמ"א
יו חִידּושָּׁ בְּ דלהרשב"א אַף דְּ לְעֵיל
מִכָּל מָמוֹן, כְּ ים נשִָׁ עֵדותּ דְּ לוֹמַר ישֵׁ
הַסּוֹבְרִים מִכַּת הרשב"א הָא מָקוֹם
אֵינוֹ דִיעֲבַד, בְּ מְהַנֵּי לָא מָמוֹן בְּ אֲפִילוּ דַּ
יוָן כֵּ לוֹמַר ישֵׁ זֶה לְעומַּת דְּ מוכְּרָע,
לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ יו חִידּושָּׁ בְּ להרשב"א דְּ
פָניָו בְּ עֵדותּ לַת קַבָּ דְּ הַחִיּובּ עִיקָר כָּל
לוֹמַר ישֵׁ ן כֵּ אִם נןָ, רַבָּ דְּ רַק הואּ מָמוֹן בְּ
וְעָשׂוּ נתָָם לְתַקָּ אַלְמוהַּּ מָמוֹן בְּ וְקָא דַּ
מַה מְהַנֵּי לָא דִיעֲבַד בְּ אֲפִילוּ דַּ חִיזוּקּ
אוֹקְמִי עְלָהּ בַּ עַל לְאָסְרָהּ ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ
עֵדותּ לַת בָּ הַקַּ ומְּהַנֵּי אוֹרַיְיתָא דְּ ינָא אַדִּ
בָבָא בְּ צֶת מְקובֶּּ ה יטָּ שִׁ בְּ גַּם דִיעֲבַד בְּ
תַב כָּ תְרָא בַּ הַגּוֹזֵל רֶק פֶּ רֵישׁ א קַמָּ
וְכֵן לְשׁוֹנוֹ, וְזֶה אִירִי הַמְּ הָרַב ם שֵׁ בְּ
עֵדותּ לִין מְקַבְּ אִיסּורּ בְעִנְיןַ דְּ ימוּ הִסְכִּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדִים הֵעִידוּ שֶׁ גוֹן כְּ פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ
נִטְמְאוּ אוֹ לְאַחֵר ה שָׁ נִתְקַדְּ דְּ בְפָנֶיהָ
י לְאַפְרושֵּׁ לוֹ הואּ כותּ ְּ ז שֶׁ טָהֳרוֹתָיו
ן כֵּ אִם לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן עַד מֵאִיסּורָּא,
הָכִי עְלָהּ בַּ עַל לְאָסְרָהּ גַּם לִכְאוֹרָה
לָאו דְּ נִרְאֶה דְּ אַף לוֹ, הואּ זְכותּ דִּ הואּ
חוֹלְקִים הַפּוֹסְקִים רוֹב דְּ הָכִי, הִלְכְתָא
תְשׁובַּת בִּ רָאִיתִי שֶׁ וכְּמוֹ זֶה, עַל
נִרְאֶה וְכֵן לְשׁוֹנוֹ, וְזֶה אדריב"י מהר"י
מוֹרִינָה י קִדּושֵּׁ בְּ הריב"ש שׁובַּת מִתְּ
יעקב מהרב עֵת בְּ הָיהָ ן כֵּ שֶׁ מֵעִיד וַאֲנִי
הָיהָ שֶׁ ה מַעֲשֶׂ עַל לברכה זכרונו בירך
אֶלָּא לברכה זכרונו סִיד ן בֶּ וְכָמָהֶם
עֵדותּ לַת לְקַבָּ ה דָּ הַמִּ עַל הִפְרִיזוּ הֵם דְּ
עַל לְאוֹסְרָהּ ין דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ לּאֹ שֶׁ
עֲלֵיהֶם חָלַקְנוּ וַחֲבִירַי וַאֲנִי עְלָהּ, בַּ

19Responsa of Rema, Siman 17 — R. Naftali Hertz’s view is cited within the Rema’s Teshuvah, arguing that b’dieved acceptance of testimony
not in the litigant’s presence should be valid.

20Shitah Mekubetzes, Bava Kamma, beginning of Perek HaGozel Basra, in the name of the Me’iri.
21Teshuvos Mahariy Adribi.

25



INFIDELITY, KI’UR, AND MAMZEIRUS IN EXTENDED ABSENCE

so, certainly one should not deviate from this. However, nev-
ertheless, regarding b’dieved, since in any event, according to
the Ra’avan, b’dieved is effective — the acceptance of testimony
not in the presence of the litigant — and similarly, it is appro-
priate to rule according to the Rashba in his aforementioned
Chiddushim, that regarding prohibition they left it at the Torah-
level law that they accept testimony not in his presence, except
in actual capital cases. And combined with the view of the Me’iri
mentioned above, it is impossible to be lenient b’dieved and nul-
lify the testimony [accepted] not in his presence. And now let
us come to discuss the substance of the testimony: whether it
is sufficient to forbid her to her husband. Now, if we consider
them witnesses of ki’ur (unseemly behavior), even though in
the Shulchan Aruch, Even HaEzer, Siman 11, the Rema ruled in
his gloss22 that they do not compel a woman to leave her hus-
band unless witnesses of ki’ur are combined with kol d’lo posik
(a persistent rumor that never ceased), and as it appears, in our
case this does not qualify as kol d’lo posik, as Your Honor wrote,
and this is his wording: “And here there was no kol d’lo posik.
And even if there was, it was not a kol d’lo posik that she had
committed adultery, but rather that she was running after him.
And even though after the testimony of the non-Jewish maidser-
vant, that the suspected man exited early in the morning from
her chamber, a kol d’lo posik emerged that she had commit-
ted adultery — this is not effective, for it is a rumor originating
from the mouths of those disqualified from testimony. Also, the
kol d’lo posik that she committed adultery that emerged after
the child was delayed [in birth] is not effective, for it is evident
that because the birth was delayed, they judged thus and the ru-
mor emerged” — end quote. And if the facts are as stated, the
law is with him, as the Maharshal wrote in the aforementioned
Teshuvah, and it was cited by the Bach and Beis Shmuel on the
aforementioned Siman.23

לִים מְקַבְּ ה שָׁ תְקַדְּ נִּ שֶׁ עֵדותּ בְּ אֲבָל זֶה, בָּ
אוֹנִים הַגְּ הַסְכָּמַת הֲרֵי לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן עַד
לְאָסְרָהּ דְּ לברכה צדיק זכר אֵלּוּ
פָניָו, בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ לִין מְקַבְּ אֵין עְלָהּ בַּ עַל
לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ תְשׁובָּה בִּ הרא"ש וכְּדַעַת
הַגָּהַת (בְּ הרמ"א, לָנוּ הוֹרָה וכְּוָותַיְיהוּ
אִם ד׳) סְעִיף י"א סִימָן עָרוךְּ לְחָן שֻׁ
מִכָּל אַךְ ֶּה, מִז לָזוזּ אֵין אי וַדַּ בְּ ן כֵּ
לְדַעַת הָכִי בְלָאו דְּ יעֲבַד דִּ לְעִנְיןַ מָקוֹם
עֵדותּ לַת בָּ הַקַּ יעֲבַד דִּ מְהַנֵּי הראב"ן
לָדוןּ רָאויּ וְכֵן ין דִּ עַל בַּ פְנֵי בִּ לּאֹ שֶׁ
לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ יו חִידּושָּׁ בְּ להרשב"א
אוֹרַיְיתָא אַדְּ אוֹקְמוהָּ אִיסּורָּא לְעִנְיןַ דְּ
חוץּ פָניָו, בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לִין מְקַבְּ דִּ
אִירִי הַמְּ עַת דַּ ובְּצֵירוףּ שׁ, מַמָּ פָשׁוֹת מִנְּ
דִיעֲבַד בְּ לְהָקֵל ר אֶפְשָׁ אִי לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ
פָניָו בְּ לּאֹ שֶׁ עֵדותּ לַת הַגְבָּ ל לְבַטֵּ
ישֵׁ אִם הָעֵדותּ גוףּ בְּ לָדוןּ נָבאֹ ה וְעַתָּ
אִם הִנֵּה עְלָהּ, בַּ עַל לְאָסְרָהּ דַאי כְּ
לְחָן שֻׁ בְּ דְּ אַף יעורּ כִּ לְעֵידֵי אוֹתָם נָדוןּ
סַק פָּ י"א) (סִימָן הָעֶזֶר אֶבֶן עָרוךְּ
עְלָהּ מִבַּ ה ָ אִשּׁ מוֹצִיאִין אֵין דְּ הַגָּהָה בְּ
פָסִיק לָא דְּ קָלָא צֵירוףּ בְּ ן כֵּ אִם א אֶלָּ
נִדּוֹן בְּ רְאֶה הַנִּ וכְּפִי יעורּ, הַכִּ לְעֵידֵי
מוֹ כְּ פָסִיק לָא דְּ קָלָא מִקְרֵי לָא ידָן דִּ
לְשׁוֹנוֹ וְזֶה תּוֹרָתוֹ בוֹד כְּ מַעֲלַת כָּתַב שֶׁ
פָסִיק, לָא דְּ קָלָא הָיהָ לאֹ וְהָכָא
פָסִיק לָא דְּ קָלָא הָיהָ לאֹ הֲוֵי, דַּ וְאַף
וְאַף אַחֲרָיו, רְהוטָּה שֶׁ א אֶלָּ ָּנְתָה ז שֶׁ
טְעָן הַנִּ יּצָָא שֶׁ הָעֲרֵלִית הַגָּדַת לְאַחַר דְּ
קוֹל יצָָא הּ, לָּ שֶׁ מֵהַקאמער כָּמָה הַשְׁ בְּ
הֲוֵי דַּ מְהַנֵּי לאֹ זֶהוּ ינְתָה ִּ ז שֶׁ פָסִיק לָא דְּ
גַּם עֵדותּ, סולֵּי פְּ י מִפִּ הַיּוֹצֵא קוֹל
אַחַר יצָָא דְּ ינְתָה ִּ ז שֶׁ פָסִיק לָא דְּ לָא הַקָּ
מוכְּחָא דְּ מְהַנֵּי, לאֹ הַוָּלָד הֵי תַּ אִשְׁ דְּ
וְיצָָא ן כֵּ נוּ דָּ הֵי תַּ אִשְׁ דְּ וםּ מִשּׁ דְּ תָא מִלְּ
ן כֵּ בָרִים הַדְּ וְאִם לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן עַד הַקּוֹל,
תְשׁובָּה בִּ רש"ל כָּתַב שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ עִמּוֹ ין הַדִּ

22SA, Even HaEzer 11 — The Rema’s Hagahah rules: witnesses of ki’ur combined with kol d’lo posik render the woman forbidden to her
husband.

23Bach and Beis Shmuel on SA, Even HaEzer 11.
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And so too the Rema wrote in his Teshuvah, the aforementioned
Siman, that one does not forbid through kol d’lo posik where
we know that the rumor was created based on unreliable testi-
mony — end quote. However, nevertheless, the Maharam [R.
Meir of Rothenburg] wrote in the Teshuvos Maimoni, Nashim,
Siman 25,24 and this is his language: “And in our case, if there
had been witnesses of ki’ur, all would agree that she is for-
bidden to her husband, since witnesses saw the ki’ur and she
also gave birth after twelve months. In such a case, certainly
Rabbah Tosa’ah did not validate [the child],25 for since there
are witnesses of ki’ur, we do not say that [the pregnancy] was
merely delayed” — end quote. And so we rule as halachah in the
Shulchan Aruch, Even HaEzer, Siman 7, Se’if 17, in the Rema’s
gloss.26 And this is precisely our case, where she gave birth
after ten months and three weeks. This falls within the twelve-
month window where the principle of ashtahuyei ishtahi would ap-
ply. However, it is still not clear to my humble opinion whether
to classify them as witnesses of ki’ur. For regarding what the
first [witness] testified — that at midnight she stood in the city
street with the suspected man — this cannot be compared to
what the Rambam wrote in Chapter 25 of Hilchos Ishus27 and in
the Shulchan Aruch, Siman 11: “or that they were both emerg-
ing from a dark place.” As the Maharshal wrote in his Teshuvos,
Siman 33, and this is his language: “And regarding the third tes-
timony, which the Geonim (meaning the Rema of blessed mem-
ory in the aforementioned Teshuvos and his supporters, the sig-
natories there who wrote, and this is their language: ‘However,
the third testimony requires scrutiny, for that testimony is an
unseemly matter, since he testified that he saw her standing in
seclusion with the suspected man in the dark at midnight’ —
end of their quote) compared this to ki’ur. I say: even though
it is ki’ur from which one should distance oneself, nevertheless,
this is not ki’ur that forbids her to her husband. For it is not
comparable at all to what the Rambam wrote: ‘both emerging
from a dark place.’ For there, the meaning is a hidden place

ובֵּית חָדָשׁ בֵית בְּ וְהובָּא לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ
לְעֵיל, זְכָּר הַנִּ סִימָן מואֵּל שְׁ

תְשׁובָּה בִּ הָרַמְ"א ן כֵּ גַּם תַב כָּ וְכֵן
עַל לֶאֱסוֹר אֵין דְּ לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ סִימָן
לָנוּ ידָועַּ דְּ הֵיכִי פָסִיק לָא דְּ קָלָא יְדֵי
עַד הַקּוֹל, ה נעֲַשָׂ רָעועַּ עֵדותּ י פִּ עַל דְּ
תַב כָּ הָא מָקוֹם מִכָּל אַךְ לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן
(סִימָן ים נשִָׁ מיימוני תְשׁובָּה בִּ הר"מ
אִלּוּ ידַן דִּ ובְּנִדּוֹן לְשׁוֹנוֹ וְזֶה כ"ה)
וִים שָׁ ים אַפִּ כָּל יעורּ כִּ עֵדֵי ם שָׁ הָיהָ
רָאוּ עֵדִים דְּ יוָן כֵּ לְבַעְלָהּ, אֲסורָּה דַּ
חדֶֹשׁ, י"ב לְסוֹף כֵן מוֹ כְּ וְילְָדָה יעורּ הַכִּ
תּוֹסְפָאָה, ה רַבָּ ר אַכְשַׁ לאֹ אי וַדַּ הָא בְּ
אָמְרִינןַ לאֹ יעורּ כִּ עֵדֵי אִיכָא דְּ כֵיוָן דְּ
לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן עַד הֵי תַּ אִשְׁ הויּ תַּ אִשְׁ דְּ
עָרוךְּ לְחָן שֻׁ בְּ לַהֲלָכָה פָסְקִינןַ וְהָכִי
הֲגָהָה), בַּ י"ז סְעִיף ז׳ (סִימָן הָעֶזֶר אֶבֶן
לְסוֹף ילְָדָה דְּ ידַן דִּ נְדוֹן שׁ מַמָּ וְהַיְינוּ
אולָּם בועּוֹת שָׁ ה לוֹשָׁ ושְּׁ ים חֳדָשִׁ י׳
לְדונָּם י עְתִּ דַּ לַעֲנִיּותּ רורּ בָּ אֵינוֹ עֲדַיִן
הָרִאשׁוֹן הֵעִיד ֶ שּׁ מַה י כִּ יעורּ, כִּ לְעִידֵי
הָעִיר רְחוֹב בִּ עָמְדָה יְלָה הַלַּ חֲצוֹת בַּ שֶׁ
תַב כָּ ֶ שּׁ לְמַה לְדַמּוֹתוֹ אֵין ד, הַנֶּחְשָׁ עִם
אִישׁותּ מֵהִלְכוֹת כ"ה רֶק (פֶּ "ם הָרַמְבַּ
הָיוּ שֶׁ אוֹ י"א) סִימָן עָרוךְּ לְחָן ובְּשֻׁ
מוֹ כְּ אפֶֹל, קוֹם מִמָּ יוֹצְאִים נֵיהֶם שְׁ
וְזֶה ל"ג) (סִימָן רש"ל שו"ת בְּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ
אוֹנִים הַגְּ שֶׁ י לִישִׁ ְ הַשּׁ וְהָעֵדותּ לְשׁוֹנוֹ
לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנוֹ הָרַמְ"א לוֹמַר (רוֹצֶה
הַחֲתומִּים וְסִיּעְַתּוֹ לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ שו"ת בְּ
עֵדותּ בָּ אַךְ לְשׁוֹנוֹ וְזֶה תְבוּ כָּ שֶׁ ם שָׁ
אוֹתוֹ י כִּ קְדּוקּ, דִּ צָרִיךְ י לִישִׁ ְ הַשּׁ
הֵעִיד שֶׁ מֵאַחַר מְכעָֹר בָר דָּ הואּ הָעֵדותּ
אֵצֶל יִחודּ בְּ עוֹמֶדֶת אוֹתָהּ רָאָה שֶׁ
כָּאן עַד יְלָה, הַלַּ חֲצִי בַּ אפֶֹל בָּ ד הַנֶּחְשָׁ

24Teshuvos Maimoni, Nashim, Siman 25 — The Maharam (R. Meir of Rothenburg) rules that when there are witnesses of ki’ur and the
woman also gave birth after twelve months, all agree she is forbidden to her husband, because the principle of ashtahuyei ishtahi cannot be
invoked in such circumstances.

25Yevamos 80b — Rabbah Tosa’ah validated children born after twelve months based on the principle that the pregnancy can be delayed
(ashtahuyei ishtahi).

26SA, Even HaEzer 7:17, Rema’s gloss — The Rema cites the ruling that ki’ur combined with birth after twelve months renders her forbidden.
27Rambam, Hilchos Ishus 25:2 — The Rambam lists examples of ki’ur: finding her rising from the bed while she is wearing undergarments,

or wearing a belt/apron, or both emerging from a dark place, or they entered together and closed the doors.
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designated for sin, to conceal an act. But in our case, where
it was at the entrance of the house and passersby are common
throughout the large city, and the city watchmen patrol con-
stantly — this is not a hidden place at all” — end quote. Also,
the Mabit wrote in his Teshuvos, Siman 287,28 and this is his
language: “A dark place means that in that dark place, it was
not the way for any person who does not reside there to en-
ter that dark place, similar to [the case of] ‘they were pulling
each other up from a pit and the like,’ where it is not customary
to enter a pit. And similarly, ‘they entered one after the other
and closed the doors’ is a place of seclusion and concealment,
since it is a room enclosed on all sides, and no person can en-
ter and see what they are doing. But in our case, it is exposed
to passersby. And if so, this is not ki’ur that the circumstances
indicate that sin occurred there. On the contrary, the circum-
stances indicate that sin did not actually occur there, for even
though a spirit of folly entered them, they would not stand to
commit an actual sin in a place of passersby” — end quote. Also,
the sage R. Naftali Hertz, of blessed memory, whose words are
cited in the Rema’s Teshuvos, Siman 17,29 wrote regarding the
ruling of the Rema of blessed memory and his supporters, and
this is his language: “That which the three shepherds struggled
with regarding the last testimony, that he saw them standing at
the open entrance, in the city street in the dead of night, and
they agreed that this constitutes witnesses of ki’ur like what
the Rambam wrote: ‘both emerging from a dark place.’ But it
seems to me that it is not comparable, for ‘a dark place’ means
a place where no person’s foot is commonly found, and the cir-
cumstances are recognizable that sin occurred there, for other-
wise, why did they enter a dark place? But in a place where a
person’s foot is commonly found, even in the dead of night and
in darkness, one cannot say that sin certainly occurred there,
for they would be afraid that perhaps a person would pass be-
fore them — such as those who rise at midnight to study or one
of the townspeople who awakens from his sleep and goes out-
side” — end quote. And it seems to me that their words are sup-
ported by a precise reading of the Rambam’s language which
is from the Yerushalmi: “both emerging from a dark place” —
and he did not say “they were seen standing together in a dark
place.” Rather, certainly “a dark place” means a place that is

אֲנִי אוֹמֵר לְכִיעורּ, זֶה מַמּוּ דְּ לְשׁוֹנוֹ]
נּוּ, מִמֶּ לְהִתְרַחֵק יעורּ כִּ הואּ שֶׁ אַף
עַל לְאָסְרָהּ יעורּ כִּ זֶה אֵין מָקוֹם מִכָּל
תַב כָּ ֶ שּׁ לְמַה לָל כְּ דּוֹמֶה אֵינוֹ דְּ עְלָהּ, בַּ
אפֶֹל, קוֹם מִמָּ יוֹצְאִים נֵיהֶם שְׁ "ם הָרַמְבַּ
ומְּיחָֻד סֵתֶר מָקוֹם ירושּׁוֹ פֵּ הָתָם דְּ
ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה בָר, דָּ ר לְהַסְתֵּ לַעֲבֵירָה
וְעוֹבְרִים יִת הַבַּ פֶתַח בְּ הואּ שֶׁ זֶה נִדּוֹן בְּ
הּ לָּ כֻּ דוֹלָה הַגְּ עִיר בָּ מְצויִּים בִים וְשָׁ
זֶה אֵין מִיד תָּ סוֹבְבִים הָעִיר וְשׁוֹמְרֵי
גַּם לְשׁוֹנוֹ. כָּאן עַד לָל כְּ ל שֶׁ סֵתֶר
רפ"ז) (סִימָן שו"ת בְּ תַב כָּ י"ט בִּ הַמַּ
אוֹתוֹ בְּ דְּ הַיְינוּ אפֶֹל מָקוֹם לְשׁוֹנוֹ, וְזֶה
אָדָם לְשׁוםּ רֶךְ דֶּ הָיהָ לאֹ אפֶֹל מָקוֹם
מָקוֹם אוֹתוֹ בְּ לִכְנוֹס ם שָׁ ר דָּ אֵינוֹ שֶׁ
מִן זֶה אַחַר זֶה מַעֲלִין דְּ דּומְּיאָ אפֶֹל,
לִכְנוֹס רֶךְ דֶּ אֵין שֶׁ בוֹ וְכַיּוֹצֵא הַבּוֹר
יפוּ וְהִגִּ זֶה אַחַר זֶה נִכְנְסוּ וְכֵן לַבּוֹר,
יוָן כֵּ וָסֵתֶר יִחודּ מָקוֹם הואּ לָתוֹת הַדְּ
שׁוםּ וְאֵין צַד, מִכָּל ף מֻקָּ יִת בַּ הואּ שֶׁ
הֵם מָה וְלִרְאוֹת לִכְנוֹס יכָוֹל אָדָם
לְעוֹבְרִים מוכָּן הואּ זֶה ובְּנִידוֹן ים, עוֹשִׂ
הְיהֶ יִּ שֶׁ מְכעָֹר זֶה אֵין ן כֵּ וְאִם בִים, וְשָׁ
עֲבֵירָה, ם שָׁ הָיהָ שֶׁ מַרְאִין בָרִים הַדְּ
ם שָׁ הָיהָ לּאֹ שֶׁ נִרְאִין בָרִים הַדְּ א אַדְרַבָּ
כְנסַ נִּ שֶׁ י פִּ עַל אַף י כִּ פוֹעַל, בְּ עֲבֵירָה
לַעֲשׂוֹת יעַַמְדוּ לאֹ טותּ שְׁ רוחַּ הֶם בָּ
בִים, וְשָׁ עוֹבְרִים מָקוֹם בְּ פוֹעַל בְּ עֲבֵירָה
מהרב הֶחָכָם גַּם לְשׁוֹנוֹ, כָּאן עַד
הובָּא לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנוֹ הִירְץ לִי נפְַתָּ
כָּתַב י"ז) (סִימָן רמ"א שו"ת בְּ בָרָיו דְּ
לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנוֹ הָרַמְ"א ל שֶׁ סְקוֹ פִּ עַל
טוּ נִתְחַבְּ ר אֲשֶׁ לְשׁוֹנוֹ, וְזֶה וְסִיּעְַתּוֹ
רָאָה שֶׁ הָאַחֲרוֹן עֵד בָּ הָרוֹעִים ה לשָֹׁ שְׁ
תוחַּ פָּ תַח הַפֶּ אֵצֶל עוֹמְדִים אוֹתָם
ימָה וְהִסְכִּ לַיְלָה, אִישׁוֹן בְּ הָעִיר רְחוֹב בִּ
תַב כָּ שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ יעורּ כִּ עִידֵי הואּ שֶׁ ם דַעְתָּ
אפֶֹל, קוֹם מִמָּ יוֹצְאִים נֵיהֶם שְׁ "ם הָרַמְבַּ

28Teshuvos Mabit, Siman 287.
29Responsa of Rema, Siman 17 — R. Naftali Hertz argues that the Rambam’s “dark place” means a location where no person’s foot is

normally found, unlike a public street where passersby might appear.
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completely hidden, where no person’s foot passes, and it does
not happen that people would see them standing there, since no
one passes there. The only possibility is that they are seen on
their way out from this place, and it is thereby known that when
they were inside, they were hidden in a dark place. And even
though the view of the Rema and his aforementioned supporters
is that her standing with the suspected man at midnight at the
entrance of her house constitutes ki’ur, nevertheless, since the
Maharshal and the sage R. Naftali Hertz of blessed memory men-
tioned above saw their words and both prophesied in the same
style to reject their words with good reasoning and judgment,
and in accordance with their view the Mabit also reasoned in
his aforementioned Teshuvos — it seems to me that we follow
their view as halachah. And one cannot argue that even though
there was not actual ki’ur, nevertheless, with even minimal ki’ur
combined with the deficiency of having given birth after twelve
months, she is forbidden. For this is not so. For one who exam-
ines the aforementioned Teshuvos Maimoni will see from the ar-
rangement of his words that first he wrote: “Indeed, if there are
witnesses of ki’ur,” “and like those [cases described] in Chapter
2 of Yevamos —

מָקוֹם י כִּ דּוֹמֶה, אֵינוֹ שֶׁ לִי וְלִנְרְאֶה
ם שָׁ מָצויּ אָדָם רֶגֶל אֵין שֶׁ הַיְינוּ אפֶֹל
עֲבֵירָה ם שָׁ הָיהָ שֶׁ בָרִים הַדְּ רִים וְנִכָּ
אפֶֹל, לְמָקוֹם נִכְנְסוּ ה לָמָּ זֶה לולֵּי י כִּ
ם שָׁ מָצויּ אָדָם רֶגֶל שֶׁ מָקוֹם בְּ אֲבָל
לוֹמַר אֵין וַאֲפֵלָה, לַיְלָה אִישׁוֹן בְּ אֲפִלּוּ
תִים מְרַתְּ י כִּ עֲבֵירָה, ם שָׁ הָיהָ אי וַדַּ בְּ
גוֹן כְּ לִפְנֵיהֶם, אָדָם ם שָׁ יעֲַבוֹר אולַּי
אוֹ לִלְמדֹ יְלָה הַלַּ חֲצוֹת בַּ הָעוֹמְדִים
וְיצֵֵא נתָוֹ ְ מִשּׁ יעֵוֹר הָעִיר נֵי מִבְּ אֶחָד
לִי וְנִרְאֶה לְשׁוֹנוֹ. כָּאן עַד לַחוץּ,
נָא לִישָׁ קְדּוקּ מִדִּ לְדִבְרֵיהֶם יּעֵַ לְהִסְתַּ
נֵיהֶם שְׁ לְמִי, מֵהַיְרושַּׁ וְהואּ "ם הָרַמְבַּ דְּ
רָאוּ שֶׁ נקַָט וְלאֹ אפֶֹל קוֹם מִמָּ יוֹצְאִים
א אֶלָּ אפֶֹל, מָקוֹם בְּ יחַַד עוֹמְדִים אוֹתָם
סֵתֶר מָקוֹם הַיְינוּ אפֶֹל מָקוֹם דְּ אי וַדַּ
וְלאֹ ם, שָׁ עוֹבֵר אָדָם רֶגֶל אֵין שֶׁ לְגַמְרֵי
עוֹמְדִים ים אֲנשִָׁ אוֹתָם יִּרְאוּ שֶׁ ן מֵּ מִזְדַּ
רַק ם, שָׁ עוֹבֵר אֵינוֹ אִישׁ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ ם, שָׁ
רֶךְ דֶּ אוֹתָם רוֹאִים שֶׁ רִי אֶפְשָׁ בָּ זֶהוּ
יְדֵי עַל ידועַּ דִּ ֶּה, הַז קוֹם מִמָּ יְצִיאָתָם
רִים מוסְּתָּ הָיוּ פְנִים בִּ הָיוּ כְשֶׁ דְּ ךְ כָּ
הָרַמְ"א דַעַת דְּ וְאַף אפֶֹל, מָקוֹם בְּ
לֵיהּ סְבִירָא לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ וְסִיּיַעְתּוֹ
לַיְלָה חֲצוֹת בַּ ד הַנֶּחְשָׁ עִם עֲמִידָתָהּ דַּ
מָקוֹם מִכָּל יעורּ כִּ הֲוֵי יתָהּ בֵּ תַח פֶּ עַל
לִי נפְַתָּ י רַבִּ וְהֶחָכָם "ל ַ הָרַשּׁ דְּ יוָן כֵּ
רָאוּ לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנוֹ הִירְץ
אֶחָד סִגְנוֹן בְּ אוּ נִתְנבְַּ נֵיהֶם ושְּׁ בְרֵיהֶם דִּ
וָדַעַת, טַעַם טובּ בְּ בְרֵיהֶם דִּ לִדְחוֹת
י"ט בִּ הַמַּ וּ"ת שְׁ בִּ ן כֵּ גַּם ן וֵּ כִּ וכְּוָותַיְיהוּ
כְוָותַיְיהוּ דִּ לִי נִרְאֶה לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ
וְלוֹמַר ק לְפַקְפֵּ וְאֵין לַהֲלָכָה. נקְָטִינןַ
מִכָּל שׁ, מַמָּ יעורּ כִּ הָיהָ לאֹ דְּ אַף דְּ
הִצְטָרֵף בְּ הוּ דְּ כָּל יעורּ כִּ מְעַט בְּ מָקוֹם
אֲסורָּה, חדֶֹשׁ לְי"ב ילְָדָה דְּ רֵיעותָּא
מַיְימוֹנִי וּ"ת שְׁ בִּ הַמְעַיּןֵ דְּ אֵינוֹ, זֶה דְּ
בָרָיו דְּ ידּורּ מִסִּ יִרְאֶה לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ
עֵדֵי ישֵׁ אִם אָמְנָם כָּתַב ה חִלָּ מִתְּ דְּ

יבָמוֹת דִּ ב׳ פֶרֶק דְּ הָנֵי וְכְגוֹן יעורּ, כִּ
עֵדֵי הָיהָ אִלּוּ זֶה ובְּנִדּוֹן וְכו׳ּ יוֹצֵא רוֹכֵל
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‘a peddler emerging, etc.”’30 And he continues: “In our case,
if there had been witnesses of ki’ur, all would agree that she
is forbidden to her husband, since she gave birth after twelve
months.” This clearly implies that he is speaking of ki’ur of the
type he mentioned at the outset — the kind he stipulated, “like
those of Chapter 2 of Yevamos, etc.” And he only came to in-
novate regarding the case where she gave birth after twelve
months: that even those who disagree with the She’iltos agree
she is forbidden. And if we were to say that giving birth after
twelve months renders her forbidden through any minimal ki’ur,
he should have formulated it to teach us a greater chiddush:
that in this case, even if there was only slight ki’ur, all agree she
is forbidden since she gave birth after twelve months. Rather,
it must be — and it seems clear to me — that any ki’ur through
which she is not forbidden according to the She’iltos, does not
render her forbidden even when combined with the deficiency
of having given birth after twelve months. And the same is im-
plied by the language of the Rema’s gloss on Siman 4,31 where
he wrote simply that with an unseemly matter and birth after
twelve months she is forbidden, and did not explain to us what
is called ki’ur or what its boundaries are. This implies he relied
on the [definition of] ki’ur in Siman 11. And for this reason, it
is also clear to me that where she was secluded [with a man] in
a prohibited manner and gave birth after twelve months, she is
not forbidden. For through yichud (seclusion) alone she is not
forbidden according to the She’iltos and the Rav [Maharam],
for we hold that one does not forbid [a woman to her husband]
based on seclusion, as stated explicitly in the aforementioned
Teshuvos Maimoni. And even though the Rambam classifies
“they entered one after the other and closed the doors” as ki’ur,
nevertheless, it appears to my humble opinion that mere seclu-
sion is not included in [the category of] ki’ur. The first proof:
The Rambam holds in Chapter 24 of Hilchos Ishus32 that with
ki’ur, she leaves without her kesubah and without prior warning.
But regarding mere seclusion, it is stated in Sotah 25a33 that it
is categorized as “transgressing the religious norm” and she re-
quires prior warning to lose her kesubah. If seclusion were equiv-
alent to ki’ur, no warning would be needed; the fact that warning

לְבַעַל אֲסורָּה דַּ וִים שָׁ ים אַפִּ כָּל יעורּ כִּ
לְהֶדְיאָ מַע מַשְׁ חדֶֹשׁ, לְי"ב ילְָדָה דְּ יוָן כֵּ
הִתְנָה דְּ ה, תְחִלָּ בִּ זָכַר דְּ כִיעורּ בְּ מַיְירֵי דְּ
א בָּ וְלאֹ וְכו׳ּ, יבָמוֹת דִּ ב׳ פֶרֶק דְּ גוֹן כְּ
לְי"ב ילְָדָה דְּ זֶה נִידוֹן בְּ רַק שׁ לְחַדֵּ
אִלְתּוֹת ְ הַשּׁ עַל הַחוֹלְקִים גַּם חדֶֹשׁ,
ילְָדָה דְּ נֵימָא וְאִם אֲסורָּה דַּ מוֹדִים
כָּל יעורּ כִּ יְדֵי עַל אֲסורָּה חדֶֹשׁ לְי"ב
מִיעֵנוּ לְהַשְׁ לְמִנְקַט לֵיהּ הֲוֵה הוּ, דְּ
הָיהָ אֲפִלּוּ זֶה בְנִידוֹן דְּ רַבּותָּא, יוֹתֵר
אֲסורָּה דַּ וִים שָׁ ים אַפִּ כָּל מְעַט יעורּ כִּ
עַל א אֶלָּ חדֶֹשׁ, לְי"ב ילְָדָה דְּ יוָן כֵּ
כָל דְּ רורּ בָּ בָר הַדָּ דְּ לִי נִרְאֶה רְחָךְ כָּ
לאֹ אִלְתּוֹת, ְ לְהַשּׁ סְרָא מִתַּ לאֹ דְּ יעורּ כִּ
ילְָדָה דְּ רֵיעותָּא הִצְטָרֵף בְּ גַּם סְרָא מִתַּ
נָא ישָׁ מִלִּ מַע מַשְׁ נמֵָי וְהָכִי חדֶֹשׁ, לְי"ב
תַם סָּ שֶׁ ד׳) (סִימָן עָרוךְּ לְחָן שֻׁ הַגָּהַת דְּ
חדֶֹשׁ לְי"ב וְילְָדָה מְכעָֹר בָדָבָר דְּ וְכָתַב
יעורּ, כִּ נִקְרָא מָה לָנוּ בֵיאֵר וְלאֹ אֲסורָּה
עַל סָמַךְ דְּ מַע מַשְׁ לוֹ, ישֵׁ בולּ גְּ ומָּה
טַעְמָא ומֵּהַאי י"א). בְסִימָן דְּ יעורּ הַכִּ
דֶרֶךְ בְּ בְנִתְיחֲַדָה דְּ ן כֵּ גַּם רורּ בָּ לִי נִרְאֶה
אֲסורָּה, לאֹ דְּ חדֶֹשׁ לְי"ב וְילְָדָה אִיסּורּ,
סְרָא מִתַּ לאֹ לְחודּ יִחודּ בִיל שְׁ בִּ הָא דְּ
קַיְימָא הָא דְּ וְהָרַ"ב, אִלְתּוֹת ְ לְהַשּׁ
וכְּמוֹ הַיִּחודּ, עַל אוֹסְרִים אֵין דְּ לַן
זְכָּר הַנִּ מַיְימוֹנִי וּ"ת שְׁ בִּ לְהֶדְיאָ תַב כָּ שֶׁ
נִכְנְסוּ יב מַחְשִׁ "ם הָרַמְבַּ דְּ וְאַף לְעֵיל,
לְכִיעורּ לָתוֹת הַדְּ יפוּ וְהִגִּ זֶה אַחַר זֶה
יִחודּ דְּ י עְתִּ דַּ לַעֲנִיּותּ נִרְאֶה מָקוֹם מִכָּל
הָרְאָיהָ יעורּ, הַכִּ כְלַל בִּ אֵינוֹ עָלְמָא בְּ
רֶק (פֶּ "ם הָרַמְבַּ עַת דַּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ הָרִאשׁוֹנָה
יוֹצֵאת בְכִיעורּ דְּ אִישׁותּ) מֵהִלְכוֹת כ"ד
וְאִלּוּ הַתְרָאָה, לאֹ בְּ תובָּה כְּ לאֹ בְּ
ף (דַּ סוֹטָה בְּ מְבאָֹר עָלְמָא, בְּ רָה נִסְתְּ בְּ
ת דָּ עַל עוֹבֶרֶת כְלַל בִּ הֲוֵי דַּ כ"ה)

30Yevamos 24b — The Gemara discusses the cases of ki’ur: a peddler exiting, wearing an apron, etc.: מוֹצִיאִין אֵין וְכָנְסוּ .קָדְמוּ
31SA, Even HaEzer 4, Rema’s gloss — The Rema rules that with an unseemly matter (davar mechuar) and birth after twelve months, the

woman is forbidden to her husband.
32Rambam, Hilchos Ishus 24 — Discusses that with ki’ur, the woman loses her kesubah without prior warning.
33Sotah 25a — The Gemara discusses whether a woman who violates religious norms (overes al das) requires warning to forfeit her kesubah:

תָהּ תובָּּ כְּ לְהַפְסִידָהּ הַתְרָאָה צְרִיכָה ת דָּ עַל עוֹבֶרֶת לְהוּ: עְיאָ .אִיבַּ

30


